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LOUISIANA 

Ernest B. Martin, Baldwin. 
· T. Oliver Thibodaux, Donaldsonville. 
William 0. Woodward, Dubach. 
Newton H. Nelson, Forest Hill. 
Clarfie J. Trosclair, Harvey. 
Elmer Wyble, Sr., Port Barre. 
Willie L. Hazlip, Water Proof. 

MAINE 

William B. French, Andover. 
Robert M. Dolloff, Brooks. 
Chandler S. Bunker, Franklin. 
Emma L. Davis, Hampden. 
Doretha c. Bridgham, Jonesboro. 
Chester C. Tuttle, Kennebunk. 
Ellis H. Parlin, Machias. 
Donald N. Coombs, Stonington. 
Mabelle F. Rose, Tenants Harbor. 
Donald W. 'Mcintire, Weld. 
Frank Scott, Wilton. 

MASSACHUSETTS 

Arthur G. Dodge, Charlton. 
Gertrude M. Fallon, North Chelmsford. 
Francis A. Webb, Osterville. 
Maxwell S. Gifford, Rochester. 
Martha L. O'Toole, South Barre. 
Albert 0. Bullard, Jr., Sterling Junction. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
FRIDAY, JULY 11, 1947 

The House met at 11 o'clock a. m. 
Rev. Bernard Braskamp, D. D., pastor 

of the Gunton-Temple Memorial Presby
terian Church, Washington, D. C., offered 
the following prayer: 

0 Thou God of all goodness, we are 
lifting our hearts unto Thee in prayer, 
compelled by many needs which Thou 
alone art able to supply. 

When we think and plan for greater 
national prosperity and well-being, let 
us never forget that "righteousness 
exalteth a · nation and that a nation is 
great whose God is the Lord." 

Fill us with an earnest desire to make 
the struggle of life less difficult for all. the 
members of the human family. 

Kindle within us a keener sense of 
social responsibility. Help us to under
stand more clearly that the question, 
"Am I my brother's keeper?" must be 
answered conclusively in the affirmative. 

Hear us for the sake of our blessed 
Lord. Amen. 

The Journal of the proceedings of yes
terday was read and approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate, by Mr. 

Frazier, its legislative clerk, announced 
that the Senate had passed, with amend
ments in which the concurrence of the 
House is requested, a bill of the House of 
the following title: 

H. R. 3993. An act making appropriations 
tor the legislative branch for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1948, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate insists upon its amendments to 
the foregoing bill, requests a conference 
with the House on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses thereon, and appoints 
Mr. YOUNG, Mr. BRIDGES, Mr. SALTONSTALL. 
Mr. DWORSHAK, Mr. OVERTON, Mr. TYD
INGS, and Mr. GREEN to be the conferees 
on the part of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate insists upon its amendment to 

the bill <H. R. 493) entitled "An act to 
amend section 4 of the act entitled 'An 
act to control the possession, sale, trans
fer, and use of pistols and other danger
ous weapons in the District of Colum
bia,' approved July 8, 1932 <sec. 22, 3204 
D. C. Code, 1940 ed.) ,'' disagreed to by 
the House, agrees to the conference 
asked by the House on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses thereon, and ap
points Mr. KEM, Mr. COOPER, and Mr. 
HoLLAND to be the conferees on the part 
of the Senate. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
Mr. GRAHAM asked and was granted 

permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and include an editorial from the 
Philadelphia Inquirer. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts asked 
and was granted permission .to extend 
her remarks in the RECORD and include 

·a letter from the commander of the 
American Legion, Col. Paul Griffiths. 

Mr. REEVES asked and was granted 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Appendix and include an editorial. 

Mr. LEFEVRE asked and was granted 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and include an article by Mark 
Sullivan. 

THE HOUSING SHORTAGE 
Mr. RABIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan

imous consent to address the House for 
1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. RABIN. Mr. Speaker, despite all 

of the talk that we have had since the 
end of the war about the housing short
age, that shortage is still with us. 

It would serve no useful purpose to 
enter into a discussion as to why it has 
not been solved. The fact remains that 
it has not been solved. . 

I firmly believe that H. R. 285, which 
I introduced, offers a surgical remedy for 
the shortage rather than a protracted 
and uncertain cure. It proceeds on the 
theory that if we were at war today and 
if a war could be won merely by build
ing houses, we would soon build our way 
out of the shortage. It, in effect, lepds 
to private industry the war powers of 
the Government to help solve the criti
cal housing situation. 

However, I now wish to suggest an aid 
to construction which will be readily ac
cepted, I believe, by all interested ln 
housing-the builders, mortgage lending 
institutions and the real-estate frater
nity generally, and the public. 

I recommend that in order to stimu
late building of apartment buildings of 
all classes, including low-cost, medium
and high-grade apartments, that Con
gress authorize deductions under sec
tion 124 of the Internal Revenue Code 
for excessive construction costs. These 
amortization deductions will be in a form 
similar to that allowed for amortization 
of emergency facilities over a period of 
60 months, as set forth in that section of 
the code. I believe that the provision 
will give an incentive to builders and it 
will encourage them to start building 
operations at once. 

It is hoped that building construction 
costs will come down, but to wait until 
that time will not solve the problem now 
when it needs to be solved. It is neces
sary to start building before costs come 
down, and to stimulate. such immediate 
construction some beneficial tax provi
sion should be adopted. 

I propose to introduce a bill to accom
plish this objective. 
SOLUTION FOR THE HOUSING PROBLEM 

Mr. LYNCH. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objectior ... 
Mr. LYNCH . . Mr. Speaker, I have lis

tened with a great deal of interest to 
the remarks of my colleague the gentle
man from New York [Mr. RABIN], sug
gesting a depreciation allowance for new 
housing construction over a 5-year pe
riod for income-tax purposes. The 
gent~eman from New York [Mr. RABIN] 
is one of the best-qualified real
estate experts whom I know. For many 
years he was counsel and chairman of 
the New York State Mortgage Commis
sion, which handled $900,000,<100 of 
mortgages, 20,000 mortgage issues, and 
actually managed over 4,000 buildings, 
refinancing and renting those buildings. 
He introduced into the Congress H. R. 
285 which, in my judgment, if enacted 
would go a long way toward solving our 
housing problem. I have filed a petition 
to discharge the Banldng and Currency 
Committee from further consideration 
of this bill, and I would urge the Mem
bers to sign the petition. 

Let me summarize briefly the main 
features of the bill. 

It directs and authorizes the Presi
dent of the United States, through such 
agencies as he may designate: 

First, to commence the construction of 
housing facilities in any part of this 
country. where necessary and essential 
for the public welfare; 

Second, to requisition any material for 
the purpose of such construction; 

Third, to condemn such sites and ac
quire such lanci as may be necessary for 
that program; 

Fourth, to let out contracts to private 
industry on any basis the President may 
deem most expeditious; and 

Lastly, upon the completion of any 
structure, to sell it to private ownership 
for the best price obtainable, reserving 
the right to manage until a sale is ef
fectuated. 

In short, this measure provides for im
mediate construction. It provides for 
all types of housing-low-cost housing, 
medium-cost housing, or even high
priced housing, depending upon the 
needs of any particular locality. It pro
vides for either temporary or permanent 
housing. It bypasses all of the contro
versies indulged in by the conflicting 
schools of thought on housing. It cuts 
red tape. It makes time of the essence 
and, although we have already lost this 
year's building season, we may still re
coup some of that loss by immediate ac
tion on this bill. 
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EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. LANE asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Appendix of the RECORD on the subject 
of old-age se.curity. 

. Mr. ROONEY asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Appendix of the RECORD, and to include 
a letter published in the Washington 
Evening Star. 

Mr. GATHINGS asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Appendix of the RECORD and include 
tl:iree statements. 

Mr. VURSELL asked and was given 
permission to extend his own remarks in 
the Appendix of the RECORD. 

THE PRESIDENT AND THE TAX BILL 

Mr. VURSELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman_ from llli
nois? 

There was no_ objection. 
Mr. VURSELL. Mr. Speaker, the 111-

advised statement ' by· Ptesident Truman 
given out while the tax bill is being con
sidered by the Senate that he would veto 
the bill, in effect, converts thi office of 
the Presidency into a powerful lobby 
seeking to influence the actions of the 
Congress, the representatives of the 
people. · 

It is further evidence that he has 
broken his promise made to the people 
when he was humbled by the election 
returns in November, that he would co
operate with the Congress in carrying out 
the will of the people. And it is further 
evidence that hQ is being influenced by, 
and is lined up solidly with the CIO and 
the left-wingers who do not want the 
people to have relief from crushing war
time taxes. 

If he is not rebukad by the Congress 
in passing this tax bill over his veto, he 
will be rebuked by the 49,000,000 tax
payers of the Nation when he seeks their 
support for the Presidency in 1948." All 
Presidents, from Washington down, have 
recognized in the past that under the 
Constitution it is the prerogative and 
duty of the Congress to devise and enact 
revenue legislation to carry on the func
tions of the Government. 

President Truman is on dangerous 
ground when he attempts to thwart the 
will of the people expressed through their 
Representatives here in Washington. 
Such a veto strikes a dangerous blow at 
our form of representative constitutional 
Government. 

REAL ECONOMY VERSUS IMAGINARY _ 
ECONOMY 

Mr. GATHINGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 
· The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of . the gentleman from 
Arkansas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. GATHINGS. Mr. Speaker, I want 

to .talk about economy. Now, there are 
two kinds of economy here in Washing
ton. There is imagined economy, where
by you save $1,000,000 this year, but next 

year you pay out two million. That is 
the brand of economy we have in chop
ping up the agriculture program. And, 
then, there is real economy. I am for 
real economy in government. I always 
have been. I believe a great saving can 
be effected for :the American txapayer 
by reducing government personnel and 
by more.e1'ftcient operation of Federal de
partments. But I do not believe in an 
economy which has as its purpose the 
destruction of a program that is essen
tial to the American way of life, a pro
gram that has been of untold benefit, not 
only to the farmer but to the Nation as a 
whole. 

Who among you does not remember 
the early years of .the depression? The 
years when the farmer was down and · 
out. And, what is :t;nore, the land itself 
was down and out. It was tired and worn. 
A good part of it was wasteland. 

Today we see a different picture. We · 
see the magnificept results of the farm 
program of. the Democratic administra
tion. We see restored and renewed farm 
lands. We see farmers who a·re more _ 
p:rasperous .;han before. 

_Today the- economy-minded among us 
say, "Can't we cut a. few ·million or so 

. o~ the agriculture proiram? The.re's .no 
need· to spend all that money on the 
farmers." ' 7 es; that is what "they are 
saying. . 

And that L what they have,done. Now, 
is that real economy? You and I know 
that it is just the opposite. It is imag
ined economy. It is reckless and it is 
short-sighted', to say the least. 

Let us just look into one of the serv
ices of the farm program that the House 
voted to eliminate in 1948-the soil-con
servation p-roGram. Back when thou
sands of acres of American farm lands 
were useless, the administration concen
trated all its efforts toward restoring the 
land. The farmer was taught ways to 
keep the soil healthy and productive. 
New methods were iN.troduced. The pro
ductive capacity of the land was in
creased many times. Now, we have not 
become so blessed in this Nation that 
we can afford to let a single acre of land 
go to waste. In these days, we never 
know when we may need every single 
productive acre that we have. 

But economy is the order of the day
and so soil conservation was left out of 
the agriculture program for 1948. 

What was their reason for doing this? 
Surely, they do not really believe that we 
should ever let the land run to wrack 
and ruin again. No; that was not their 
thought. Their thought was to make 
good some campaign promises-and in 
order to do this they had to cut down 
somewhere. So they decided that, since 
the farm areas were now fairly prosper
ous, a few million dollars cut out of the 
farm program, they argued, would not 
cause any great harm-and that is a 
perfect example of the reasoning behind 
their economy moves. 

We from the farm districts were out
numbered. We fought to save all we 
could of the farm program. It was due . 
to our efforts that instead of the six mil
lion asked for by the Republicans to con
tinue agriculture research the bill now 
provides for nine million five hundred 
thousand. We also won out in our fight 

to .restore $40,000,000 for section 32 funds. 
These funds will support the farm prices 
for 1947 farm commodities and assure 
the farmer 92¥2 percent parity for his 
cotton. · 

I vot~d to keep the farm program at 
full strength-soil conservation, rural 
electrification, school-lunch program, 
research for cotton, and all thr rest-
because I believe that today, more than 
ever be.fore, a farsighted farm program 
is vitally important. It is as much a 
part of . our defense in this unsettled 
wodd as any gun or shell or airplane
and any man .who votes to cut a single 
cent from it . is inviting disaster. In 
Europe and in the Far East there is 
hunger-and there is fear-fear of what 
tomorrow may bring. Communism 
stalks in the wake of fear and hunger. 
A hungry · world looks to the Vnited 
States for help and for inspiration-and 
we know that we must stand ready to 
give it to them, for, unless we do, we 
may find ourselves standing alone .. one 
ot these d-ays-an island in a sea of hos
tile nations-an island in a sea. of com
munism. If we remain prosperous, if 
we avoid depression. if our democracy 
continue.s strong and healthy, we will 
hold the greatest weapon in the world 
against the spread of communism-and · 
we will have nothing to fear. 

The agriculture appropriation bill is 
now in the Senate arid·! am hopeful that 
that body will see fit to at least restore 
the funds for soil conservation. II this · 
is done, I hope that the House will go 
along. · 

NAVY DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATION 
BILL, 1948 

Mr. PLUMLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the managers on 
the part of the House on the bill <H. R. 
3493) making appropriations for the 
Navy Department and the naval service 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1948, 
and for other purposes, may have until 
midnight to file a conference report and 
statement. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ver
mont? 

There was no objection. 
ONE HUNDRED AND" FIFTIETH ANNIVER

SARY OF THE ESTABLISHMENT OF SEAT 
OF FEDERA ERNMENT IN DISTRICT 
OF COL IA 

Mr ECOMPTE. Mr. Speaker, by di
rection of the Com ittee on House Ad
ministration, I call up Senate Joint Res
olution 129, and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

Resolved, etc., That, to provide for the ap
propriate commemoration of the one hun
dred and fiftiet h anniversary of the estab
lishment of the .seat of the Federal Govern
ment in the District of Columbia in the year 
1800, there is hereby established a commis
sion to be kn.own as the Nat ional Cap ital 
Sesquicentennial Commission (hereinafter 
referred to as the "Commission") and to be 
composed of 15 commissioners, as follows: 
The President of the United States, who 
shall be ex officio chairman; the President pro 
tempore of the Senate and the Speaker o! 
the House of Representatives, ex officio; 
three Senators to be appointed by the Presi
dent pro tempore of the Senate and three 
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Representatives to be appointed by the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives; 
three residents of the District of Columbia 
to be appointed by the President after re~ 
ceiving the recommendations of the Board 
of Commissioners of the District of Colum~ 
bia; and three prominent citizens resident 
in the District of Columbia at large to be 
appointed by the President. The commis~ 
sioners, with the approval of the chairman, 
shall select an executive vice chairman from 
among their number. 

SEc. 2. It shall be the duty of the commis~ 
sian, after promulgating to the American 
people an address relative to the reason of 
its creation and of its purpose, to prepare a 
plan or plans and a program for the signal
izing the one hundred and fiftieth anniver· 
sary of the establishment of the seat of the 
Federal Government in the District of Co
lumbia; to give due and proper considera~ 
tion to any plan which m,ay be submitted 
to it; to take such steps as may be necessary 
in the coordination and correlation of plans 
prepared by State commissions or by bodies 
created under appointment by the governors 
of the respective States and Territories or 
by representative civic bodies; and, if the 
participation of other nations in the com
memoration be deemed advisable, to com~ 
municate with the governments at such na~ 
tions. 

SEc. 3. When the commission shall have 
approved of any plan of commemoration, 
then it shall submit such plan, insofar as it 
may relate to the fine arts, to the Commis
sion of fine arts for its approval, and, insofar 
as it may relate to the plan of the National 
Capital and its history, to the National Capi
tal Park and Planning Commission and the 
Board of Commissioners of the District of 
Columbia for their joint approval, and in 
accordance with statutory requirements. 

SEc. 4. The commission, after selecting an 
executive vice chairman from among its 
members, may employ a director and a sec~ 
retary and such other assistants as may be 
needed to organize and perform the neces~ 
sary technical and clerical work connected 
with the commission's duties and may also 
engage the services of expert advisers without 
regard to civil-service laws and the Classifi~ 
cation Act of 1923, as amended, and may fix · 
their compensation within the amounts 
appropriated for such purposes. 

SEC. 6. The commissioners shall receive no 
compensation for their services, but shall be 
paid actual and necessary traveling, hotel, 
and other expenses incurred in the discharge 
of their duties, out of the amounts appro~ 
priated therefor. 

SEc. 6. The commission shall, on or before 
the 2d day of January 1948, make a report 
to the Consress, in order that further en
abling legislation may be enacted. 

SEc. 7. The commission shall expire De~ 
cember 31, 1952. 

The Senate joint resolution was or
dered to be read a third time, was read 
the third time, and passed, and a mo
tion to reconsider was laid on the table. 
ADDITIONAL COMPENSATION TO CER~ 

TAIN EMPLOYEES OF THE HOUSE 

Mr. LECOMPTE. Mr. Speaker, by di
rection of the Committee on House Ad
ministration, I call up a privileged reso
lution <H. Res. 281> and ask for its im
mediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

Resolved, That effective July 1, 1947, there 
shall be paid out of the contingent fund of 
the House, until otherwise provided by law, 

, additional . compensation per annum, pay
able monthly, to certain employees of the 
House, so long as the positions are held by 
the present incumbents, as follows: 

OFFICE 01' THE DOORKEEPER 

To the superintendent of the House Press 
Gallery the sum of $500 basic; first assistant 
to the superintendent of the House Press 
Gallery the sum of $400 basic; second assist
ant to the superintendent of the House Press 
Gallery the sum of $300 basic; messenger of 
the House Press Gallery the sum of $300 
basic; superintendent of the folding room 
the sum of $520 basic; two chief pages the 
sum of $400 basic each; two assistant floor 
managers in charge of ~lephones the sum 
of $300 basic each. 

CLERK 01' ~HE HOUSE 

To the enrolling clerk the sum of $800 
basic; assistant reading clerk the sum of 
$1,000 basic. 

The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 
ESTATE OF WILLIAM M. DAY 

Mr. LECOMPTE. Mr. Speaker, by di
rection of the Committee on House Ad
ministration, I call up a privileged reso
lution <H. Res. 282) and ask for its im
mediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as foi
lows: 

ResolVed, That there shall be paid out of 
the contingent fund of the House to the 
estate of William M. Day, late an employee 
of the House, an amount equal to 6 months' 
salary at the rate he was receiving at the 
time of his death, and an additional amount 
not to exceed $250 toward defraying the fu
neral expenses of the said William M. Day to 
Mrs. Ida R. Day, the first wif~. 

The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion·to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 
AUTHORITY GIVEN CLERK OF THE HOUSE 

Mr. LECOMPTE. Mr. Speaker, by di
rection of the Committee on House Ad
ministration, I offer a privileged resolu
tion <H. Res. 283) and ask for its im
mediate consideration .. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Resolved, That during the period of any 

adjournment or recess of the House after 
the close of the first session of the Eighti
eth Congress until January 3, 1948, the Clerk 
~f t~e House is authorized·to pay out of the 
contmgent fund of the House an amount 
equal to 6 months' salary of any deceased 
employee of the House at the rate such em
ployee was receiving at the time of his or 
her death and an additional amount not to 
exceed $250 toward defraying the funeral 
expenses of any such employee to whomso
ever in the judgment of the Clerk is justly 
entitled thereto subject to the approval of 
the Committee on House Administration. 

The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 
AUTHORIZING CITY AND COUNTY OF 

HONOLULU TO ISSUE SEWER BONDS 

Mr. FARRINGTON. Mr. Speaker. I 
ask unanimous consent for the imme-
diate consideration of the bill (S.1419) to 
.enable the Legislature of the Territory of 
Hawaii to authorize the city and county 

of Honolulu, a municipal corporation, to 
issue sewer bonds. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the Delegate from Hawaii? 
There being no _ objection, the Clerk 

read the bill, as follows: 
Be it enacted, etc., That the Legislature of 

the Territory of Hawaii, any provision of the 
Hawaiian Organic Ac~ or of any act of this 
Congress to· the contrary notwithstanding, 
may authorize the city and county of Hono
lulu, a municipal corporation of the Terri
tory of Hawaii, to issue general-obligation 
bonds in the sum of $5,000,000 for the pur~ 
pose of enabling it to construct, maintain, 
and repair a sewerage system in the city of 
Honolulu. 

SEc. 2. The bonds issued under authority 
of this. act may be either term or serial bonds, 
maturmg, in the case of term bonds, not later 
than thirty years from the date of issue 
thereof, and, in the case of serial bonds, pay
able in substantially equal annual install~ 
ments, the first i-nstallment to mature not 
later than 5 years and the last installment to 
mature not later than 30 years from the date 
of such issue. Such bonds may be issued 
without the approval of the President of the 
United States. 

SEc. 3. Act of the Session Laws of Ha~ 
wail, 1947, pertaining to the issuance of sew-

. erage-system bonds, as authorized by this act, 
is hereby ratified and confirmed subject to 
the provisions of this act: Provided, however, 
That nothing herein contained shall be 
deemed to prohibit the amendment of such 
Territorial legislation by . the Legislature of 
the Territory of Hawaii from time to time to 
prov~de for changes in the improvements au
tho~lZed by such legislation and for the dis~ 
position of unexpended moneys realized from 
the sale of said bonds. -

Mr. FARRINGTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. FAUINGTON: 
Page 1, lines 8 and 9, after the word "con

.~tru~t", strike out the comma and the words 
mamtain, and repair." 

1 Page 2, line 10, ll!ter the word "act", 
insert "9." · 

The amendment was agreed to. 
. The bill was ordered to be read a third 

time, was r~ad the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 
EXCESSIVE EARNINGS OF NATURAL-GAS 

COMPAifiES UNDER THE RIZLEY BILL 
H. R. 4051 ' 

Mr: RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unan:unous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my 
remarks, and include some tables that I 

. have prepared. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from Mis
sissippi? 

There was no. objection. 
Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, it is un· 

fo.rtunat~ that H. R. 4051, known as the 
Rizley bill, sh~uld be hastily rammed 
through Congress at this time. 

Under present regulations the natural
gas companies' earnings are skyrocket
ing. They are now engaged in tremen
dous expansion programs of their facili
ties which, in tum, will add immeasur
ably to their increased earnings. 
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This proposed bill removes all practi
cal regulation and places the consumers 
at the mercy of the gas monopolies. A 
recent release of the Federal Power Com
mission shows that for the year ending 
April 30, 1947, the net incomes of nat
ural-gas companies have increased over 
net earnings for the year ending April 
1946 by 19.8 percent, while the gas op
erating revenues have increased during 
the same period by 13 percent. These 
net earnings and operating revenues are 
steadily advancing. A comparison be
tween April 1947 and April 1946 discloses 
an increase in net incomes of natural
gas companies under the regulation of 
the Federal Power Commission of 58.2 
percent. 

As of January 3, 1947, the book cost, 
less depreciation and amortization re
serves of these natural-gas companies 
aggregated approximately $1,292,000,000. 
Between January 1, 1947, and May 3, 
1947, natural-gas companies applied to 
the Federal Power Commission for cer
tificates for additional facilities totaling 
expenditures of $1,222,977,569-almost 
doubling their plant investments. 

These figures show that the natural
gas companies are thriving under the 
Natural Gas Act, and investors are anx
ious to invest capital under this act as 
it is now written. 

For example, Southern Natural Gas 
Co., which operates in my district, filed 
an application on May 1, 1947, with the 
Federal Power Commission to construct 
new facilities requiring an expenditure 
of $43,625,895. It must be remembered 
that the Federal Power Commission in 
March 1946 reduced this company's rates 
by $1,200,000-which they would recap
ture, plus an extra $3,000,000, if this bill 
should become law. 

In my opinion the income of Southern 
Natural Gas Co. could be increased by 
the filing with the Federal Power Com
mission of increased rates based upon the 
application of the provisions of section 
5% (2) and (3 of this bill, to the total gas 
purchased. This may be brought about 
by Southern Natural Gas Co. purchasing 
its gas through its present subsidiary, 
Southern Production Co., or some other 
subsidiary which it might organize. 

Under the provisions of this bill the 
prevailing market price in the field for 
gas purchased from a subsidiary or affi
liate must be allowed in any rate pro
ceeding. 

Southern Natural is primarily a nat
ural gas transmission company, which 
produced only 457,657,000 cubic feet of 
gas in 1946 out of its total receipts of 
72.858,361,000 cubic feet or about six
tenths of 1 percent. 

Southern Natural purchased 14,124,-
000,000 cubic feet of gas at the well mouth 
in Louisiana at an average of 3.84 cents 
per 1,000 cubic feet, and 8,684,285,000 
cubic feet at the well mouth in Texas at 
an average of 3.47 cents per thousand 
cubic feet. 

The average cost of gas at the mouth 
of the well, therefore, was 3. 7 cents per 
thousand feet. 

Assuming that Southern Natural 
elected to purchase its gas through its 
subsidiary, Southern Production Co., 
Inc., at a field price of 8 cents per 1,000 
cubic feet the cost of gas purchased 
would increase 4.3 cents per 1,000 cubic 
feet for 72,858,000,000 cubic feet, or a 
total amount of $3,132.894. 

Now, remember that gas is sold in the 
Monroe, La., field by producing gas com
panies such as Southern Carbon ,Co. and 
United Carbon Co. in excess of 8 cents 
per 1,000 cubic feet. 

Since Southern Production is a tOO
percent owned subsidiary, Southern 
Natural would receive the $3,132,894 as 
dividends available for its common 
stock. The present earnings on its com
mon stock and the earnings that would 
be available. under the proposed bill 
based upon the actual results of opera
tions for the year ended December 31, 
1946, would show an increase from 11.3 
to 22.3 percent in rate of earnings avail
able to the common stockholder: 
Total capital stock and surplus_ $28,293,789 
Net income, 1946 ______________ $3,190; 202 
Actual rate of earnings available 

to common stockholder (per-
cent)----------------------- 11.3 

Increase in net income per-
mitted by proposed bilL_____ $3, 132, 894 

Net income on proposed regu-
latory basis----------------- $6, 323, 096 

Proposed rate of earnings avail-
able to common stockholder 
(percent)------------------- 22.3 

The increased cost of gas purchased 
would be subject to Federal income tax 
because it is not actual cost which would 
be claimed as a tax deduction by either 
company. 

Whether the in'creased income tax is a 
cost to be charged to rate payers or is 
to be borne by the stockholders cannot 
be determined from the provisions of the 
propos-ed bill. Undoubtedly the natural
gas companies would claim that they 
should be reimbursed for increased in
come ta-"l:es under the intent of the pro
posed bill, otherwise they would not re
ceive full benefit of the field price. 

Assuming that the utility prevailed in 
the contention that increased income 
taxes should be passed on to the rate
payers the required increase would be 
$3,132,894 divided by 62 percent, at the 
present 38 percent tax rate. The over
all increase would be $5,053,054 based 
upon the field price of 8 cents per 1,000 
cubic feet, and the actual operations for 
the year 1946. 
INCREASE OF 12.8 CENTS PER 1,000 CUBIC FEET 

TO GENERAL SERVICE CUSTOMERS 

The over-all increase in cost of gas in 
the amount of $5,053,000 would apply to 
both resale and direct industrial sales in 
the ratio of 81.4 percent and 18.6 percent 
respectively. 

The resale of gas constitutes the regu
lated business. Therefore, 81.4 percent 
of $5,053,000 or $4,113,142 would repre
sent the increased revenue to be obtained 
from regulated customers in the three 
States served by Southern Natural. The 
break-down of sales and increased cost 
by States to the ultimate consumers in 

Mississippi, Georgia, and Alabama is as 
follows: 

Present New 
1,000 gas gas 

In- rates rates cubic creased per per feet 
sales cost 1,000 1,000 

cubic cubic 
feet feet 

-------
Cents Cents 

Mississippi.------ 5, 029,313 ~ 358, 584 19.5 26.62 
Georgia. ______ ---- 36,613,181 2, 606,858 18.1 25.22 Alabama __ ________ 16,119, S66 1, 147, iOO 17. 3 24.42 

--·- --
Total sales for 

rcs:>le _______ 57,761,860 4,113,142 -------· --------

The average cost of gas sold under this 
bill would increase 7.12 cents per 1,000 
cubic feet because of gas lost in com
pressor stations, and so forth. However, 
sales for resale include both industrial 
and general service sales. For example, 
in Mississippi general service sales in 
1946 amounted to 2,803,505,000 cubic feet 
out of the total sales for resale of 5,029,-
313,000 cubic .feet. 

If the rate increase were applied to 
general service customers and not to the 
industrials, as most likely would be the 
case, the cost of gas would increase 12.8 
cents instead of 7.12 cents per 1,000 cubic 
feet. 

INCREASE OF $56,000 TO TUPELO, MISS., 

GENERAL SERVICE CUSTOMERS 

Tupelo, Miss., my home town, is the 
primary load on the Amory-Tupelo 
lateral line. In i946 the gas sales to 
general service ratepayers on this lateral 
amounted to 437,430,000 cubic feet. The 
increase at 12.8 cents would amount to 
$56,000 annually at the 1946 level of 
sales. 

Increase to other - Mississippi communtties 
served by Mississippi Gas Co. · 

Brooksville. ______________________ _ 
Columbus ______ _________ _________ _ 
Louisville. ______ . __ .. _ ..... . _____ _ 
JYiacon. _ ------- _________________ . _ 
Meridian ____ _____________________ _ 
Starkville. _______________________ _ 
West Point _______________________ _ 

General 
service, 
sales, 
1,000 
cubic 
feet 

10,730 
257,388 
126,748 

41,366 
799, lO.'i 
115, 892 
120,310 

Increase 

$1,327 
32,946 
16,224 

5, 295 
102,285 
14,834 
15,400 

TotaL ______________________ ---------- 188,311 
Tupelo, Aberdeen, Amory, Net-

tleton ___________________________ ---------- 56,000 

Tota] , Mississippi Gas Co ___ ---------- 244,311 

The effect of this bill would be to 
foreclose future rate reductions and per
mit natural-gas companies to increase 
rates without effective regulation. 

At the present time there is in the 
process of being distributed to consumers 
approximately $48,000,000 of impounded 
funds by the courts which was accumu
lated during litigation involving two rate 
orders of the Federal Power Commission 
as to the Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line 
Co. and Cities Service Gas Co. Natural 
gas transported by these companies 
is consumed in the State of nlinois, 
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Indiana, Ohio, Michigan, Missouri, Kan
sas, Nebraska, Oklahoma, and Texas. 
. If this bill had been in effect at the 
time of these rate proceedings, no re
duction in rates and in turn no distribu-

tion of this money to the consumers 
would have been possible. 

For the information of the House. I 
am inserting a summary of eight regu
lated natural-gas companies showing the 

increased earnings available for com
mon stockholders and the increased rev· 
enues required from the regulated class 
of consumers. 

The matter referred to follows: 
Summa1·y of 8 regulated natural-gas companies-computation showing increased rate of earnings available for equity capital and increased 

revenues required from regulated customers using 7-cent field price · 

Increased 
"cost" of 

Net in· sales for 
Common come Rate ol resale as· Rate O- Increased in· actual Increased increac-ed stock and available suming comet~ at 

Company surplus for equity earnings field price net income earnings 38 percent 
capital (percent) of 7 cents (percent) 

per 1,000 
cubic feet 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

(2)+(1) (2)+(4) (5}+(1) (4)X0.6129 
Southern Natural Gas Co ..•. $28, 293, 789 $3, 1!l0, 202 11.3 I $2, 550, 148 ~5. 740,350 20.3 $1,562,994 

Colorado Interstate Gas Co ... 6,478,848 1; 612,501 24.9 1, 141,062 2, 753,563 42.5 699,357 
Panhandle Eastern Pipeline 38, 121, 119 . 7,133, 134 18.7 4.134, 838 11,267,972 29.6 2, 534,256 

Co. 
Texoma Natural Gas Co ...•. 4. 700,464 957,713 20.0 3, 660, 145 4,617,858 96.4 2, 243,303 
Natural Gas Pipeline Co. of 23,200,857 2, 556, 301 11.0 3,445, 046 6,001, 347 25.9 2,111, 469 

America. 

Subtotal, Chicago_----· ------------ ----------- -- --------- ------------ ---~- - ------ ----------- -------------
Cities Service Gas Co ..•••••. 38,845,288 5, 430,350 14.0 3, 676,072 9, 106,422 23.4 2, 253,065 

Northern Natural Gas Co ..•. 31,049,264 5, 315,398 17.1 1, 288,964 6, 604,362 21.3 790,006 

Tennessee Gas & Transmis· 22,101,372 3,448, 655 15.6 1, 883,048 5, 331,703 24.1 1, 154, 120 
sion Co. 

Total.. _________________ ------------ ----------- ----------- ------------ ------------ ----------- -------------
t Compnted at 8 cents per thousand cubic feet for gas purchased in the Monroe, La., gas field. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill should be recom
mitted to the committee from which it 
came for further study and investigation. 

Bow can a Member of this House sup
port this measure and then go home and 
explain to his people why this unneces
sary burden was added to the cost of 
natural gas to the ultimate consumers? 
. This bill should be recommitted, by all 

means. 
COMMITTEE ON VETERANS' AFFAIRS 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the Committee on Veterans' Affairs be 
permitted to sit today during general de
bate. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, may I ask what bills 
will be taken up? 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Sub
committee bills, I will say to the gentle
man. The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
RAli!EY] has certain bills for considera
tion in the subcommittee. 

Mr. RANKIN. Is it going to be an 
executive session or open heariag? 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I 
understand it will be an executive ses
sion. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentlewoman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
EXTENSION OF TITLE m OF SECOND WAR 

POWERS ACT 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, I call 
up the conference report on the bill 
<H. R. 3647> to extend certajn powers 
of the President under title m of the 
Second War Powers Act, and ask unani
mous consent that the statement of the 
managers on the part of the House be 
read in lieu of the report. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mich
igan? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerl{ read the statement. 
The conference report and statement 

are as follows: -

CONFERENCE REPORT 

The committee of conference on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the b111 (H. R. 
3647) to extend certain powers of the Presi
dent under title ill of the Second War Pow
ers Act, having met, after full and free con
ference, have agreed to recommend and do 
recommend to their respective Houses as 
follows: 

That the House recede !rom its disagree
ment to the amendment of the Senate to the 
text of the bill and agree to the same with 
an amendment as follows: In lieu of the 
matter proposed to be inserted by the Sen
ate amendment insert the following: "That 
this Act shall be cited as the 'Second De
control Act o! 1947.' 

"FINDINGS OF FACT AND DECLARATION OP POLICY 

"SEC. 2. (a) Certain materials and facili
ties continue in short supply at home and 
abroad as a result of the war. The con
tinued exercise of certain ltmited emergency 
powers Is required to complete the orderly 
reconversion of the domestic economy from 
a wartime to a peacetime basis, to protect 
the health, safety, and welfare of the Ameri
can people, and to support the foreign policy 
of the United States. 

"(b) The Congress hereby declares that it 
1s the general policy of the United States to 
ellm1nate emergency wartime controls of 
materials except to the minimum extent 
necessary (1) to protect the domestic econ-

- omy from the injury which would result from 
adverse distribution of materials which con
tinue in short world supply; (2) to promote 
production in the United States by assisting 
in the expansion and maintenance of produc
tion in foreign countries of materials criti
cally needed In the United States; (3) to 
make available to countries in need, consist-

I 

Increased 
revenues 
required Type of company Principal market 

(8} 

(4)+(7) 
$4, 113.142 Transmission. __________ Mississippi, Ala· 

. .. .. do ................... 
bama, Georgia. 

1, 840,419 Denver, Cheyenne. 
6, 669,094 Transmission and pro· Detroit. 

· duction. ' 5, 903,448 Production ... ___________ Chicago. 
5, 556, li15 Transmission._--------· Do. 

11,459,963 --------------------------
5, 929, 137 Transmission 

duction. 
and pro- Kansas City. 

2, 078,970 ___ .. do .......... --------· Nebraska, Iowa, 
Minnesota. 

3, 037, 168 Transmission ___________ Ohio, Pcnnsyl-
vania. 

35, 127,893 --------------------------

ent with the foreign policy of the United 
States, those commodities whose unre
stricted export to all destinations would not 
be appropriate; and ( 4) to aid in carrying 
out the foreign policy of the United States, 

"TEMPORARY REI'ENTION ..- OF CERTAIN 

EMERGENCY POWERS 

"SEC. S. To effectuate the policies set 
forth in section 2 hereof, title XV, section 
1501, of the Second War Powers Act, 1942, 
approved March 27, 1942, as amended, is 
amended to read as follows: 

•: 'SEc. 1051. (a) Except as otherwise pro
vided by statute enacted during the Eighti
eth Congress (including the First De
control Act of 1947 and Public Law Numbered 
145, approved June 30, 1947) and except as 
otherwise provided by subsection (b) of 
this section, titles I, II, m, IV, V, VII, and 
XIV of this Act and the amendments to 
existing law made by such titles shall re
main in force only until March 31, 1947. 
After the amendments made by any such 
title cease to be in force, any provisions of 
law amended thereby (except subsection (a) 
of section 2 of the Act entitled "An Act to 
expedite national defense, and for other 
purposes", approved June 28, 1940, as 
amended) shall be in full force and effect 
as though this Act had not been enacted. 

" '(b) Title . m of this Act and the 
amendments to existing law made by such 
title shall remain in force until February 
29, 1948, for the exercise of the powers, 
authority, and discretion' thereby conferred 
on the President~ but limited to-

"'(1) the materials (and faciUties suitable 
for the manufacture of such materials), aa 
follows: . 

"'(A) Tin · and tin products, except for 
the purpose o! exercising import control 
of tin ores and tin concentrates; 

"'(B) Antimony; 
"'(C) . Cinchona bark, quinine, and quini

dine, when held by any Government agency 
or after acquisition (whether prior to, on, 
or after July 16, 1947) from any Govern
ment agency, either directly or through 
intermediate distributors, processors, or other 
channels of distribution, or when made from 
any of such materials so acquired; 
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" '(D) Materials for export required to 

expand or maintain the production in 
foreign countries of materials aritically 
needed in the United States, for the pur
pose of establishing priority in production 
and delivery for export, and materials neces
sary for manufacture and delivery of the 
materials required for such export; 

"'(E) Fats and oils (including oil-bear
ing materials, fatty acids, butter, soap, and 
soap powder, but excluding petroleum and 
petroleum prcducts) and rice and rice 
products, for the purpose of exercising im
port control only; and nitrogenous fertilizer 
materials for the purposes of exercising im
port control and of establishing priority in 
production and delivery for export; 

"'(F) Materials (except foods and food 
products, manila (abaca) fiber and cordage, 
agave fiber and cordage, and fertilizer mate
rials), including petroleum and petroleum 
products, required for export, but only upon 
certification by the Secretary of State that 
the prompt export of such materials is of 
high public importance and essential to the 
successful carrying out of the foreign policy 
of the United States, for the purpose of es
tablishing priority in production and de
livery for export, and materials necessary for 
the manufacture and delivery of the mate
rials required for such E:xport: Provided, 
That no such priority based on a certification 
by the · S'ecretary of State shall be effective 
unless and until the Secretary of Commerce 
shall have satisfied himself that the pro
posed action will not have an unduly ad
verse effect on the domestic economy of the 
United States; and 

"'(2) The use of transportation equip-
ment and facilities by rail carriers. · 

"'(c) Notwithstanding the extension 
through February 29, 1948, made by subsec
tion (b), the Congress by concurrent reso
lution or the President may designate an 
earlier time for the termination of any power, 
authority, or discretion under such title III. 
Nothing in subsection (b) shall be construed 
to continue beyond July 15, 1947, any au
thority under paragraph (1) of subsection 
(a) of section 2 of the Act entitled "An Act 
to expedite national defense and for other 
purposes", approved June 28, 1940, as amend;. 
ed, to negotiate contracts with or without 
advertising or comp('titive bidding; and 
nothing contained in this section, as amend
ed, shall affect the authority conferred by 

. Public Law 24, Eightieth Congress, approved 
March 29, 1947, or the Sugar Control Exten
sion Act of 1947.' 

"TEMPORARY EXTENSION OF CERTAIN EXPORT 
CONTROLS 

"SEc. 4. To effectuate the ·policy set forth 
in section 2 hereof, section 6 (d) of the Act 
of July 2, 1940 (54 Stat. 714), as amended, 
1s amended to read as follows: 

"'(d) The authority granted by this sec
tion shall terminate on February 29, 1948, 
or any 'prior date which the Congress by con

. current resoll~ti<'n or the President may 
designate.' 
"EXEMPTION FROM ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURE 

ACT 

"'SEc. 5. The functions exercised under title 
III of the Second War Powers Act, 1942, as 
amended (including the amendments to ex
isting law made by such title), and the func
tions exercised under section 6 of such Act 
of July 2, 194Q, as amended, shall be excluded 
from the operation of the Administrative 
Procedure Act (60 Stat. 237), except as to the 
requirements of sections -3 and 10 thereof. 
"ADMINISTRATION BY SECRETARY OF COMMERCE 

"SEc. 6. (a) The Secretary of Commerce, 
subject to the direction of the President, shall 
have power to establish p_olicies and progr~ms 
to effectuate the general policies set forth in 

, section 2 of this Act, and to exercise over-all 
. control, with respect to the functions, p9wers, 

and duties delegated by the President under 
title III of the Second War Powers Act, 1942, 
as amended, and section 6 of the Act entitled 
'An Act to expedite the strengthening of the 

. national defense', approved July 2, 1940, as 
amended. The SecretarY- is further author
ized, subject to the direction of the President, 
to approve or disapprove any action taken 
under such delegated authority, and may pro
mulgate such rules and regulations as may be 
necessary to enable him to perform the func
tions, powers, and duties imposed upon him 
by this section. 

"(b) The Secretary shall make a quarterly 
report, within thirty days after each quarter, 
to the President and to the Congress of his 
operations under the authority conferred on 
him by this section. Each such report shall 
contain a recommendation by him as to 
whether the controls exercised under title III 
of the Second War Powers Act, 1942, as 
amended, and section 6 of the Act entitled 
'An Act to expedite the strengthening of the 
national defense', approved July 2, 1940, as 
amended, should or should not be continued, 
together with the current :facts and reasons 
therefor. Each such report shall also con
tain detailed information with respect to 
licensing procedures under such Acts, allo,. 
cations and priorities under the Second War 
Powers ·Act, 1942, as amended, and the allo-' 
cation or nonallocation to countries of ma
terials and commodities (together with the 
reasons therefor) under section 6 of the Act 
entitled 'An Act to ~xpedite the strengthen
ing of the national defense', approved July 
2, 1940, as amended. 

"PERSONNEL 

"SEc. 7. Notwithstanding any other law to 
the contrary, personnel engaged in- the per
formance of duties related to functions, 
powers, and duties delegated by the President 
under the Second War Powers Act of 1942, 
~?amended, and section 6 of the Act entitled 
•Jic Act to expedite the strengthening of the 
national defense', approved July 2, 1940, as 
amended, and whose employment was termi
nated, or who were furloughed, in June or 
July 1947, may be reemployed to perform 
duties in connection with the functions. 
powers, lmd duties extended by this Act. 

"APPROPRIATIONS 

"SEc. 8. There is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated, out of any money in the Treas
ury not otherwise appropriated, such sums as 
may be necessary to oarry out the purposes 
of this Act. 

"EFFECTIVE DATE 

"SEc. 9. This Act shall take effect on July 
16, 1947.'' 

And the Senate agree to the same. · 
Amend the title so as to read: "An Act to 

extend certain powers of the President under 
title III of the Second War Powers Act and 
the Export Control Act, and for other pur
poses." 

EARL C. MICHENER, 
RAYMOND S. SPRINGER, 
FADJO CRAVENS, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 
ALEXANDER WILEY, 
JOHN SHERMAN COOPER, 
PAT MCCARRAN, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 

STATEMENT 

The managers on the part of the House 
at the conference on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses on the amendments of 
the Senate to the bill (H. R. 3647) to extend 

· certain powers of the President under title 
III of the Second War Powers Act, submit 
the following statement in explanation of 
the effect of the action agreed upon by the 
conferees and recommended tn the .accom-
panying COllference report: · 

The Senate amendment to the text of the 
bill strikes all of the House bill after the 

enaQting clause. The committee of confer
ence recommend that the House recede from 
its disagreement to the amendment of the 
Senate and agree to the same with an amend
ment which is a substitute for both the 
House bill and the Senate amendment, and 
that the Senate agree to the same. 

The first section of the bill as agreed to in 
conference is the same as the first section 
of the Senate amendment. It provides that 
the act shall be cited as the "Second Decon
trol Act of 1947.'' 

Section 2 of the bill as agreed to in con
ference is the same as section 1 of the House 
bill except that there is added in subsection 
(b) an additional statement of policy con
tained in section 2 of the Senate amendment 
declaring that it is the general policy of the 
United States to eliminate emergency war
time controls of materials except to the min
imum extent necessary to make available to 
countries in need, consistent with the for
eign pohcy of the United States, those com
modities whose unrestrieted export to all 
destinations would not be appropriate. 

Section 3 of the bill as agreed to in con
ference proposes to amend title XV, section 
1501, of the Second War Powers Act, 1942, in 
the same manner as propesed by the House 
bill, except for typographical and clarifying 
changes, and the following: . 

( 1) The House bill proposed to extend cer
tain powers under title III of the Second 
War Powers Act through January 31, 1948. 
The _Senaj;e amendment proposed to extend 
certain powers under title III of the Second 
War Powers Act through June 30, 1948. The 
bill as agreed to in conference proposes to 
extend certain of those powers through Feb-
ruary 2!), 1948. · 

(2) The House bill contained a proviso 
providing that controls shall not apply to 
cinchona bark, quinine, and quinidine now 
held or hereafter acquired by other than 
Government agencies. Under the bill as 
agreed to in conference title III of the Sec
ond War Powers Act will remain in force 
through February 29, 1948, with respect to 
cinchona bark, quinine, and quinidine when 
held by any Government agency or after ac
quisition (whether prior to, on, or after July 
16, 1947) from any Government agency, either 
directly or through intermediate distributors, 
processors, or other channels of distribution, 
or when made from any of such materials 
so acJ.Iuired. 

(3} Under the bill as agreed to in confer
ence title III of the Secend War Powers Act 
would remain in force for the exercise of 
powttrs, authority, and discretion with re
spect to rice and rice products for the pur
pose of exercising import control only. This 
provision is the same as that contained in 
the Senate amendment. The House bill con
tained no such provision. 

(4) The Senate amendment provided that 
title Ill of the Second War Powers Act shall 
remain in force through January 31, 1948, 
with respect to the use of transportation 
equipment and facilities by rail carriers. The 
House bill did not contain such provision. 
The bill as agreed to in conference provides 
that such title shall remain in force, through 
February 29, 1948, with respect to the use of 
transportation e~uipment and facilities by 
rail carriers. 

(5) The House bill provided that title III 
of the Second War Powers Act shall remain 
in force for the purpose of establishing prior
ity in production and delivery for export of 
materials (except food and food products, 
rice and rice products, manila (abaca) fiber 
and cordage, agave fiber and cordage, and 
nitrogenous fertilizer materials), including 
petroleum and petroleum products, required 
for export, but only upon certificatlpn by the 
Secretary of State that the prompt export 
of such materials 1s of high public impor
tance and essential to the successful carry
ing out of the foreign poltcy of the United 

• 
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States. The bill as agreed to in conference 
contains provisions having the same legal 
effect as the House bill, except that the Sec
retary of State will not have authority to 
make certifications with respect to any fer
tilizer materials whether or not nitrogenous. 
Although the words "rice and rice products" 
have been omitted from the excepting clause, 
the Secretary of State under the bill as agreed 
to in conference will not have authority to 
make certifications with respect to such ma
terials under subparagraph (F) since they 
are still excepted as "food and food products." 

Under the bill as agreed to in conference 
the controls under title m of the Second 
War Powers Act in effect after March 31, 1947, 
through July 15, 1947, are those pt:_ovided by 
the F irst Decontrol Act of 1947. After July 
15, 1947, the controls in effect will be those 
provided by the bill as agreed to in con
ference. 

Section 4 of the Senate amendment pro
posed to amend the so-called "Export Control 
Act," section 6 of the act of July 2, 1940, so 
as to terminate on June 30, 1948, the author
ity to prohibit or curtail the exportation of 
any articles, technical data, materials, or 
supplies. The House bill did not contain 
~uch a provision. The bill agreed to in con
ference is the same as the Senate amend
ment except that the authority will termi
nate on Fzbruary 29, 1948. 

Szction 5 of the bill as agreed to in con
ference provides that the functions exercised 
under title III of the Second War Powers 
Act, and the functions under the Export 
Cont rol Act, shall be excluded from the oper
ation of the Administrative Procedure Act, 
except as to the requirement s of sections 3 
(relating to public informatio~) and .10 (re
lating to judicial review). Th1s provlSion is 
the same (except for a clal'ifying change) 
as the Senate amendment. The House bill, 
in the amendment to section 1501 of the 
Second War Powers Act, contained a similar 
provision in relation to title III of the Se.cond 
War Powers Act except that the House pro
vision did not refer to section 10 of the 
Administrative Procedure Act. 

Sections 6 to 9, inclusive, Of the bill as 
a!ITeed to in conference are the same (except 
f~r clarifying changes) as sect ions 6 to 9 of 
the Senate amendment. The House bill had 
no comparable provisions. 

section 6 of t h e bill as agreed to in con
ference empowers the Secretary of C~IIWnerce, 
subject to the direction of the Fres1dent, to 
est ablish policies and programs and to exer
cise over-all control with respect to the func
tions, powers, and duties delegated by t?e 
President under title III of the Second War 
Powers Act, as amended, and under the Ex
port .Control Act, as amended, and the Sec
retary is further authorized, subject to the 
direction of the President, to approve or dis
approve any action taken under such dele
gated authority, and may promulgate such 
rules and regulations as may be necessary to 
enable him to perform the functions, powers, 
and duties imposed upon him by the new 
section 6. This section also requires the Sec
retary to make a quarterly report to the Pres
ident and to_ Congress of his operations under 
the authority conferred upon him by this sec
tion. Each such report is required to contain 
a recommendation by him as to whether the 
controls exercised under title III of the Sec
ond War Fowers Act and the Export Control 
Act should or should not be continued, to
gether with the current facts and reasons 
therefor. Each such report is also required 
to contain detailed information with respect 
to licensing procedures under such acts, allo
cations and priorities under the Second War 
Powers Act and the allocation or nonalloca
tion to countries of materials and commod
ities (together with the reasons therefor) 
under the Export Control Act. 

Section 7 permits the reemployment of per
sonnel engaged during June or July 1947 in 
the performance of duties related to the func-

tlons and powers extended by the bill, in 
order to maintain continuity in employment 
of approximately 225 experienced personnel, 
without which the administration of these 
fUnctions would l;le jeopardized. Such au
thority to reemploy personnel ls necessary 
because under existing law personnel having 
a war service or temporary status may not be 
readily reemployed after their services have 
been terminated because of the requirement 
of existing law that personnel with a per
manent status must be given priority. 

Section 8 authorizes an appropriation, out 
of any money in the Treasury not otherwise 
appropriated, of such sums as may be neces
sary to carry out the purposes -of the act. 

Section 9 provides that the act shall take 
effect on July 16, 1947. 

The bill a.s agreed to in conference adopts 
the Senate amendment to the title of the bill. 

EARL C. MICHENER, 
RAYM OND S. fP1UNGER, 
FADJO CRAVENS, 

Managers on the Part oj the House. 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. S:.,..eaker, I yield 
15 minutes to the gentleman from In
diana [Mr. SPRINGER]. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, may I 
say that I will yield to my distinguished 
colleague the gentlem:tn from Arkansas 
[Mr. CRAVENS] at the proper time. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a conference re
port on the Second War Powers Act. 
The conference report was fully agreed 
upon by both the Senate and House con
ferees. 

One of the matters in controversy was 
the question as to whether hard fiber . 
and cordage should be retained in the 
bill. The conferees, after having heard 
all of the evidence and examined the 
hea .. ·ings, determined that such controls 
over hard fiber and cordage are no longer 
necessary, and that provision was strick
en from the bill. 

I recall that when the bill was under 
consideration earlier the d:stinguished 
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. RIZLEY] 
r aised a question about transportation 
equipment and facilities of rail carriers. 
That provision was incorporated in this 
bill, and that control ~s nov· exercised on 
transportation equipment and facilities 
by rail carriers, which will make :it pos
sible to secure the needed materials and 
supplies for the pUrpose of building new 
freight cars and new railroad cars, and 
for the purpose of making needed re
pairs, and also for allocating this equip
ment so the shipment of g-rain can be 
properly handled and, taken care of. I 
think that question is entirely covered 
by this bill, as you will note on page 3 of · 
the conference report. 

On the question of ·cinchona bark, 
quinine, and quinidine, the allocation 
and control was limited to a stock pile 
which the Government might now have 
on hand, or which it might hereafter ac
quire. The hearings disclosed that 
1,000,000 ounces of quinine have been dis
covered as surplus in the hands of the 
Army. That is coming into the posses
sion of the Government quite soon. Of 
course, that particular quinine will be 
subject to allocation, and that which is 
in the Government stock pile, and which 
is subject to allocation in the hands of 
the Government is also subject to alloca
tion down through the channels through 
which quinine will go. However, the in
dustry has the power and th~ right to 

purchase cinchona bark, quinine, and 
quinidine on the open market without 
any control and without any allocation, 
and that which is purchased on the open 
market, and which is not subject to allo
cation under this bill, is not subject to 
any allocation as to those into whose 
hands it might finally fall and where it 
might eventually be used. 

I think that covers practically every
thing upon that subject. The protection 
with reference to petroleum and petro
leum products which was written into 
this measw·e in the House is carried 
forward in this measure by the conferees. 
I think that is a wholesome and e:ffectfve 
provision for the protection of the people 
of this country with reference to petro
leum and petroleum products. Too 
much of those commodities have been 
sent to Russia, and to foreign countries. 
The provision included in this report 
should be helpful to our people. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

:Mr. SPRINGER. I yield to my good 
friend. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Does 
this conference report have any control 
over the export of grains or food? 

Mr. SPRINGER. Under the Second 
War Powers Act, may I explain to my 
distinguished friend, the foods and food 
products are eliminated therefrom. But 
you will note on page 3 of the report 
the export controls are continued until 
March 1, 1948,. and the Second War 
Powers Act is continued until that same 
date on the limited number of items 
which are embraced in the pending re
port of the conferees. The export con
trols are continued, as you will note f.rom 
this conference report, until March 1, 
1948. Those export controls are em
braced in the Export Control Act, and 
that act is continued. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Then, 
this conference report is more compre
hensive than the bill which was passed 
by the House. 

Mr. SPRINGER. The gentleman is 
entirely correct. It is much more com
prehensive because it embraces not only 
the matters contained in the Second War 
Powers Act, but also embraces the ex
tension of the export controls under the 
Export Control Act until March 1, 1948. 

Mr. ANDERSON of California. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPRINGER. I yield. 
Mr. ANDERSON of California. Do 

I understand then that the export con
trols are to be continued under the same 
administrative set-up that now exists? 

Mr. SPRINGER. Under this confer
ence report, as the gentleman will ob
serve in section 6, on page 3, of the 
report, the administration is to be con
ducted by the Secretary of Commerce 
and he is made the responsible head in 
charge of the administration of the pro
visions of this law from this time on until 
it finally terminates. 

Mr. ANDERSON of California. How 
does that change the present set-up for 
the administration of export controls? 

Mr. SPRINGER. Under the present 
arrangement, each one of the depart
ments are practically in control of their 
own controls, that is, the Department of 
Agriculture is controlling the exports of 
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agricultural commodities, and the De
partment of Commerce is controlling im
plements and machinery and so forth. 

Mr. ANDERSON of California. Did 
the Department of Agriculture exercise 
control or did it not just recommend to 
the Office of International Trade in the 
Department of Commerce what items 
should be given export licenses? 

Mr. SPRINGER. As we obtained the 
evidence in the hearings, that is all 
handled under an interdepartmental ar
rangement by which the Secretary . of 
State would confer with the Secretary of 
Commerce or with the Secr.etary of Ag
riculture or whichever particular depart
ment of government controlled that par
ticular commodity. Those departments 
would reach an agreement and then the 
allocations would be made in accordance 
therewith. But under .this present con
ference report, the one now presented 
to the House, the Secretary of Commerce 
will have charge of the administration. 
He will be the responsible head and the 
responsible person. 

Mr. ANDERSON of California. Was 
any consideration given by the conferees 
to the suggestion contained in the Sen
ate bill for the setting up of an adminis
trative agency outside of the Department 
of Commerce for the allocation of export 
licenses? 

Mr. SPRINGER. That was not con
sidered. In the original bill which was 
introduced in the Senate, it provided 
that a department head should be set 
up, and he should be granted the right 
to employ such departmental assistants 
as he might require. But they amended 
the bill in the Senate, and that portion of 
the bill was not presented to the con
ferees. 

Mr. ANDERSON of California. I will 
s~y that my interest in this stems from 
the fact that some of the folks I repre
sent are being kicked around under the 
present administration and find it ex
tremely difficult to secure export li
censes. I do not know whether the gen
tleman knows it or not, but there have 
been a series of black-market rackets 
built up under the present administra-

. tion of the Export Control Act. 
Mr. SPRINGER. May I say to the 

distinguished gentleman from California 
that according to my information there 
has been some confusion with respect to 
the issuance of licenses. But under this 
conference report, this bill if it is finaliy 
enacted into law, thus placing the re
sponsibility in the hands of the Secre
tary of Commerce, I feel quite confident 
that such confusion will be very largely 
eliminated. 

Mr. ANDERSON of California. I cer
tainly hope so. 

Mr. SPRINGER. The disturbances in 
issuing licenses was caused more by rea
son of the confusion which existed, very 
largely. It is hoped, under this bill, this 
confusion will be entirely eliminated. 

Mr. MASON. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPRINGER. I yield to the gentle
man from Illinois. 

Mr. MASON. The fact that it has 
been an interdepartmental matter and 
that one had to go to the other, and so 
forth, was the one thing that caused the 

confusion and the kicking around, as the 
gentleman from California has stated. 
Now, by placing it in one department, 
that ought to eliminate that confusion. 

Mr. SPRINGER. In other words, it 
makes one department head entirely re
sponsible. I think that confusion of the 
past will be largely eliminated in the fu
ture. 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPRINGER. I yield to my distin
guished chairman. 

Mr. MICHENER. The conference re
port places the responsibility in a single 
individual, without creating any new bu
reau with a lot of additional employees 
and expense. 

Mr. SPRINGER. That is entirely cor
rect. 

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speak~r. will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPRINGER. Yes, I yield to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WALTER. Does the conference 
report preserve the provisions with re-
spect to judicial review? · 

Mr. SPRINGER. Yes. That is, re
tah::ted in the measure. 

Mr. McGREQOR. Will the gentlem~n 
yield? . 

Mr. SPRINGER. I yield to the gentle
man from Ohio. 

Mr. McGREGOR. Am I right in my 
supposition that foods and food products, 
manila (abaca) fiber and cordage, agave 
fiber and cordage, and fertilizer ma
terials are no longer under the control 
program? 

Mr. SPRINGER. The gentleman is 
entirely correct. Those articles are not 
under the control program, under the 
provisions of this report. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Arkansas [Mr. CRAVENS]. 

Mr. CRAVENS. Mr. Speaker, the con
ferees are ,in entire agreement. The gen
tleman from Indiana has made a com
plete statet;nent of the conference report. 
I have no requests for time. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
agreeing to the conference report. 

The conference report was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 
CALL OF THE HOUSE 

Mr. ANDERSON of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I make the point of order that 
a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
move a call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 
The Clerk called the roll, and the fol

lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 

[Roll No. 107] 
Barden Coudert 
Bennett, Mich. Courtney 
Bland Dawson, Ill. 
Bloom Dingell 
Bolton Dorn 
Boykin Fisher 
Buckley Fuller 
Byrne, N.Y. Gallagher 
Carroll Gifford 
Celler Gorski 
Clark Harless, Ariz. 
Clements Harness, Ind. 
Cole, Mo. Harrison 
Cole, N.Y. Hartley 
Combs Hebert 

Heffernan 
Hendricks 
Herter 
Jenkins, Pa. 
Jones, N.C. 
Judd 
Kee 
Kelley 
Keogh 
Kersten, Wis. 
McGarvey 
Macy 
Mansfield, Tex. 
Monroney 
Nixon 

Norblad 
Pfeifer 
Powell 
Rayfiel 
Rich 

Robsion 
Schwabe, Mo. 
Scoblick 
Scott, Hardie 
Smith, Kans. 

Smith, Ohio 
Vinson 
Youngblood 

The SPEAKER. On this roll call, 367 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 

EXTENSIQ:rl OF REMARKS 

Mr. WOODRUFF asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
REcORD in four instances and to include 
newspaper articles. 

Mr. POULSON asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
R:scORD .and include an editorial. 

Mr .. VAN .ZANDT asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECURD and include an article entitled 
"United States Marine Corps Faced With 
Possible Extinction if Merger Bill Is 
Enacted." . 

Mr. McDOWELL asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECOIU>. 

Mr. LEMKE asked and was .given per
mission to extend his r.emarks in the 
RECORD and 'include an editorial written 
in 1860 in the Chicago Tribune. 

Mr. HAND asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD. . 

Mrs. NORTON asked and was given 
permission to extend her remarks in the 
RECORD and include a newspaper article. 

Mr. KEATING asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and include an editorial from the 
New York Times. 

SUGAR ACT OF 1948 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Speaker, I move that 
the House resolve · itself into the Com
mittee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union for the further consider
ation of the bill <H. R. 4075) to regulate 
commerce among the several States, with 
the Territories and possessions of the 
United States, and with foreign coun
tries; to protect the welfare of consumers 
of sugars and of those engaged in the 
domestic sugar-producing industry; to 
promote the export trade oi the United 
States; and for other purposes. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the Committee resolved it

self into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
further consideration of the bill H. R. 
4075, with Mr. CUNNINGHAM in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit

tee rose on Thursday, July 10, there was 
pending an amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. HoPE] and 
a substitute amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. MUR
RAY] for the Hope amendment. 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
withdraw the amendment that I offered 
on Thursday. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Wisconsin? 

Mr. HILL. Reserving the right to 
object, Mr, Chairman, I would like to 
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know if the gentleman is withdrawing 
the entire amendment. 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I wish 
to say that I asked unanimous consent 
to withdraw this amendment---

Mr. HILL. Well, reserving the right 
. to object, I still want to know if you have 
another amendment that is worse than 
the one you offered the other day. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair does not 
believe that is a proper question. 

Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Wisconsin that be be 
permitted to withdraw the substitute 
which was offered on Thursday, July 10, 
to the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Kansas [Mr. HoPE]? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Mr. 

Chairman, I offer an amendment to the 
Hope amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is it an amendment 
or a substitute? 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. It is a 
substitute for the Hope amendment. It 
is exactly like the present law. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will· re
port the substitute offered by the gen
tleman from Wisconsin. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. MURRAY of Wis

consin: On page 22, following line 3, insert 
a new subsection (c) to follow section 301, 
as follows: 

"(c) (1) That all persons employed on the 
farm in the production, cultivation, or har
vesting of sugar beets or sugarcane with re
spect to whi~h a.n application for payment 
is made shall have been paid in fu!l for all 
such work, and shall have been paid wages 
therefor at rates not less than these that 
may be determined by the Secretary to_ be 
fair and reasonable after investigation and 
due notice and opportunity for public hear
ing; and in making such determinations the 
Secretary shall take into consideration the~ 
standards therefor formerly established by 
him under the Agricultural Adjustment Act, 
as amended, and the differences in conditions 
among various producing areas: Provided, 
however, That a payment which would be 
payable except for the foregoing provisions 
of this subparagraph may be made, as the 
Secretary may determine, in such manner 
that the laborer will receive an amount, 
insofar as such payment will sumce, equal to 
the amount of the accrued unpaid wages for 
such work, and that the producer wm receive 
the remainder, if any, of such payment. 

"(2) That the producer on the farm who 
is also, directly or indirectly a processor of 
sugar beets or sugarcane, as may be deter
mined by the Secretary, shall have paid, or 
contracted to pay under either purchase or 
toll agreements, for any sugar beets or sugar
cane grown by other producers and processed 
by him at rates not less than those that may 
be determined by the Secretary to be fair 
and reasonable after investigation and due 
notice and oppor"tunity for public bearing." 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Wisconsin is recognized. 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I shall 
not take the full 5 minutes for myself. 

I will just repeat what I said yester
day, that this is nothing but what is 
included in the present law. 

The reason I made the substitution 
this morning was to be sure that every 
word in the present law is included in 
this section. And to add the section to 
protect the producer. That is section 2, 
that bas just been read. We ·then take 
care of the producer as well as the la
borer as provided by the present law. 

Mr. GRANGER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? . 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I yield. 
Mr. GRANGER. I was unable to hear 

the gentleman's amendment. I think 
he should explain it. 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. The 
amendment consists of the first two sec
tions of the Hope amendment but leaves 
off the section which does something, no
body knows exactly what, to labor. This 
makes the first two sections the same as 
the Present law. 

Mr. GRANGER. The gentleman al
ready has an amendment pending, has 
he not? 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I just 
withdrew that by unanimous consent. 

Mr. GRANGER. This is a new 
amendment? 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. This is 
a substitute for my substitute. And I 
might say to my colleagues that my dis
tinguished Chairman consulted with me 
about this, and it is through him that 
I am able to present it in this amended 
form. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I yield. 
Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. This 

. calls for the Secretary to continue as a 
collection agency to see that the labor 
engaged in sugar production is paid. 
That is correct, is it not? 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin-. This 
continues present law. Whatever the 
Secretary of Agriculture can do now he 
can continue to do if this amendment is 
adopted. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. It still 
continues that practice, then, where he 
acts as a collection agency to see that 
these people are paid. 

Suppose some of these laborers should 
run up a bill with a merchant but do 
not pay the bill after they get their 
money. Would the gentleman have any 
objection to adding an amendment to 
the effect that before the Secretary paid 
out this money that these laborers should 
pay their bills? 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I may 
say to my distinguished colleague from 
Minnesota that so far as I am concerned 
the House will pass on the merits of his 
amendment if he wishes to offer an 
amendment. That surely is his privi
lege. I still like to believe we are getting 
back to representative government. 
Whether my endorsement would help or 
hurt the gentleman I do not know, so I 
suggest he offers an amendment if he 
has one. 

Mr. DOMENGEAUX. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I yield. 
Mr. DOMENGEAUX. As I understand 

the amendment offered by the gentle
man it provides that subsection 301 <e>, 
301 <b>, and 301 <d> of the 1937 Sugar 
Act shall be included in the pending bill. 
Those subsections provide .for fair price 
determination and fair wage determina
tion by the Secretary of Agriculture in a 
mandatory manner. Is that correct? 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. This 
amendment is just the present law. If 
the present law does those things, then 
this amendment does those things, too. 

Mr. DOMENGEAUX. The present law 
accomplishes that. 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Then 
this will do what the present .law accom
plishes. 

Mr. DOMENGE.\UX. Then the gen
tleman's amendment puts. into the bill 
today that which is existing law. 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I took 
this matter up with the chairman of the 

· committee and had his assurance that 
this should have been corrected That is 
the reason I offer it this morning. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I yield. 
Mr. McCORMACK. Is there any ob

jection to the gentleman's substitute in
cluding present law? 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. No; not 
according to the chairman of the Agri
culture Committee. 

Mr. McCORMACK. If I understand 
the gentleman's substitute, the substitute 
attempts to put into this bill what has 
been part of the several bills that have 
been passed during the previous years. 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. The 
gentleman is correct. 

Mr. McCORMACK. In relation to fair 
wages, fair prices, and so forth; nothing 
else . 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. No, sir. 
Mr. McCORMACK-. It was my under

standing that that was to be offered as a 
committee amendment. Am I correct? 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. It was, 
but the committee amendment got a lit
tle complicated. It contained certain 
phrases which were rather ambiguous 
arid under which 1t was difficult to anti
cipate what would happen. It seemed to 
me therefore that the part of wisdom 
was to modify it as I have done. 

I wish to ask my distinguished chair
man if I have answered these questions 
correctly, that this amendment will leave 
the present law just as it is as far as the 
producer and the laborer are concerned. 

Mr. HOPE. That is my understand
ing. The amendment which the gentle
man has offered reenacts the present 
provisions of the law relating to the pay
ment of fair wages and the payment of 
fair prices. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that all debate on the amendment 
offered by myself and all amendments 
thereto close in 30 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Kansas? 

There was no objection. · 
The CHAffiMAN. The Chair recog

nizes the gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. McCoRMACK]. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, I 
had an impression-an erroneous one I 
found out afterward when I came on the 
floor after being in committee for 2 hours 
yesterday afternoon-that the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Kansas [Mr. HoPE] would put back into 
this bill the provision of the law that 
has existed since 1934. I subsequently 
found out that that was not so, and that 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Wisconsin [Mr. MuRRAY] 
would. I am supporting the Murray 
amendment. 

.. 
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·My friend the gentleman from Minne

sota [Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN] says that 
he opposes the Murray amendment be
cause it is the use of a governmental 
agency, in this case the Secretary of 
Agriculture, as a collection agency. Yet, 
as I understand, he has agreed to the 
committee amendment, and certainly if 
my understanding is correct-! may be 
wrong, but if I am incorrect, I would like 
to be corrected-the Hope amendment 
applies to those employed in the cane 
sections, and ·certainly it makes a collec
tion agency for them if what the gentle
man says about the collection agency is 
correct. Sc, it seems to me that the gen
tlema-n's basic objection is unsound, and 
that he :find himself in an inconsistent 
position. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield to the gen
tleman from Minnesota. 
. Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I . do 

not think I am inconsistent in _my posi- , 
tion, because the committee amendment_ 
otrered by the gentlern,an from Kansas. 
does take care of those laborers in the 
areas where the processor is the one who 
handles the production. 

Mr. McCORMACK. The gentleman 
ad.mits that to that extent, if :what he 
says is correct, it being a collection agency 
by an agency of the Government, that 
then the Hope amendment does that for 
some employees of the sugar industry, 
that is, the cane employees. 
. The thought I had is this, that this is 

a very sensitive bill. Those who have 
lived with it for years realize that it is 
based upon certain practical necessities. 
I might term this a bill based on expe
diency. There are many diverse inter
ests, and every· one in this House wants 
to see an over .. all bill go through that is 
fair and satisfactery to all the interests 
involved, and yet protect the public, and 
there must be a give and take here and 
there. All of these factors have been 
considered in bygone years by the Mem
bers of the House coming from various 
sections of the country. 

It seems to be in the interest of har
mony and carrying out that sensitive 
understanding which has existed in by
gone years that there should be reincor
porated into this bill the language in 
relation to fair wages and fair pricing 
that has been in the law since 1934 and 
that has been extended from time to 
time. If that is done, then there is no 
difficulty to this bill's passing, but, if it is 
not, then that sensitive adjustment will 
have been disturbed, and I hope that will 
not happen. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from New York · 
[Mr. MARCANTONIO]. 

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Chairman, 
the situation as we now find it is as fol
lows: The existing law has provisions 
protecting workers in both the cane- and 
the beet-sugar industry, protecting them 
in two respects. No benefits are to be 
paid to processors unless two conditions 
are fulfilled. One is that the worker has 
to be paid in full, and the other is that 

· the worker has to be paid a fair and 
reasonable wage established by the Sec· 
retary of Agriculture. 

This b111 has come to us without that Mr. CRAWFORD. That is the point 
provision in it at all. Now the commit- l wanted to bring out. Therefore, there 
tee offers an amendment restoring those is an equation which has not been men· 
provisions, in effect only for cane work· tioned so far in the debate on this 
ers. The committee amendment does amendment as I understand it. That is, 
not restore the protection for beet-sugar that present law in lieu of the benefits 
workers. I cannot conceive of any rea- paid to processors and growers provides 
son, first, for having left this entire labor that before these benefits can be ob
provision out of the bill, nor can I con· tained, the Secretary of Agriculture must 
ceive of any reason for reinstating this agree to the price that is to be paid. 
provision for the protection of the cane Institutionally, outside of the realm of 
workers only and not extending it to the government control and government 
beet workers. What is the distinction? . interference in private affairs and based 
Why was this provision to safeguard both on some 10 y·ears or more of perform- , 
the cane and beet workers left out of this ance, the language . in the present law 
bill from the very beginning? Who were has been accepted and we have gone 
the interests that insisted on the elimi- along with it. 
nation of this · safeguard for all sugar But coming back to my :first observa
workers which has been in this law ever tion and to my remarks of the other day 
since we have had a Sugar Act? to the effect that this bill puts into oper-

. I think Congress and the American ation the agreement which was reached 
people are entitled to an- explanation. by the parties who. sat around the table 
What is more,- I believe, it .is ironic that and agreed, you have to make up your 
at a time when Congress is discussing . mind whether you want· to bring old law · 
the question .. of andncrease iri minimum . . _pJ'ovisions . intQ this, proposal or · lea.ve 
wages, advocat-ed by the· House leader- them out with _the modifications made 
ship · of the majority party as well as by by ,the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. 
the House leadership of the minority HOPEJ. So, it is a situatipn whe:re. I do · 
party, that in this session, when. we are nof know how you can make up your . 
trying to lift ,the minimum wage, we · · minds. You certainly cannot go both 
remove from the Sugar Act the provi-· ways so you. must go one way or the 
sion which guarantees "fair and reason- other. If all parties agree on the so
abl~" · minimum wages for all sugar called H.o.pe amendment. Then you can 
workers? Why is it that we are now thus substantially support the general . 
asked to destroy the minimum-wage agreement which the bill covers and · 
protection for· the beet-sugar workers? supports. 
Why was this minimum-wage protection The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-

. for both cane and beet workers entirely nizes the gentleman from Virginia [Mr . . 
eliminated when .this bill was brought FLANNAGAN] for 4 minutes. 
to the floor? Why are we asked now to . Mr. FLANNAGAN. Mr. Chairman, 
refuse to protect the beet workers? the so-called Murray amendment will 
Those are questions that raise a very take some of the viciousness out of this 
serious suspicion in the minds of every- piece of legislation. It should be 
one with respect to the entire bill. adopted. If the Murray amendment is 

I do hope that the Murray amendment left out, the pro(ucers and the laborers 
will be adopted as a substitute for the have no protection whatsoever and you 
committee amendment. In that manner will be turning the sugar industry from 
we will dispose of this wage question and top to bottom over to the processors. 
return to a policy that Congress has fol- When the 1934 law was passed, due to 
lowed from the first enactment of sugar the fact that we were subsidizing the 
legislation of giving some protection to sugar interests, we thought that some 
workers in the sugar industry, both to provision should be written in the law 
the cane workers and the beet workers which would carry back a part of that 
as well. subsidy, at least, to the producers and . 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, ap- laborers who produced the sugarcane 
parently the producer who grows sugar and the beets. That is the reason we 
beets and the processors who process the wrote into law the amendment that Mr. 
sugar beets, the State Department, the Murray is now trying to preserve, . 
Department of Agriculture, and the De- namely, that the Secretary should see 
partment of the Interior, by reason of that fair prwes are paid to the producers 
their agreeing to the text of this bill as and that the Secretary should see that a 
here proposed to be amended by the fair wage was paid tc the laboring 
committee, have come to the· conclusion people. That was right and it is right 
insofar as those parties to the agreement that we should adopt that kind of legis
are concerned, that the amendment of- lation. They say it was agreed that the 
fered by the gentleman from Kansas producer-labor provision be left out of 
[Mr. HOPE] is satisfactory. This de- the bill. Oh, yes; 1 know the way it was 
bate has brought into the discussion the agreed to. 1 know who was around the 
other side of the equation, which is the table when this bill was drawn up. 1 
general welfare, you might say, of the challenge any man on this floor to name 
workers. a single laboring man who sat around 

May I ask the gentleman from Wis- that table. This is · the only protection 
consin if his amendment provides present that was in the law which protected the 
law language with respect to the prices rights of the laboring man. If you do 
which the factory pays to the grower not adopt the Murray amendment you 
for sugar beets? are leaving the ·laboring man and the 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. May I producer at the mercy of the processors. 
say to my distinguished colleague from Mr. McCORMACK. Mr . . Chairman, 
Michigan that it does. It is an exact will the gentleman yield? 
copy of the present law. Mr. FLANNAGAN. I yield. 
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Mr. McCORMACK. As far as the 

various groups, representing the differ
ent interests and the general public, is 
concerned, through the years in this bill, 
which is very sensitive, that -it means 
that that sensitiveness is disturbed and 
broken up. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. FLANNA
GAN] has expired. 

The gentleman from New Mexico [Mr. 
FERNANDEZ] is recognized for 4 minutes. 

Mr. FERNANDEZ. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment to the amendment, 
which I send to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. FERNANDEZ to 

the committee amendment offered by Mr. 
HoPE: Strike out from subparagraph 3 of the 
amendment the following: 

"(1) H producers in such area, who are 
also processors, produce in excess of 5 percent 
of the total production of sugar beets or 
sugarcane in such area, and also (ii) ." 

Mr. FERNANDEZ. Mr. Chairman, I 
am thoroughly in accord with the sub
stitute offered by the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. MuRRAY] and shall sup
port it. However, if that substitute 
amendment is not agreeable, then I 
would· like to have the amendment to 
the amendment adopted, for this reason: 

The Murray substitute amendment 
substantially does, in effect, the very 
thing I am seeking by my amendment, 
but it goes further and strikes out all 
of paragraph 3 offered by the gentleman 
from Kansas [Mr. HoPE], whieh contains 
other provisions not necessary to be 
strieken in order to accomplish the pur
pose. My amendment does not go that 
far. It merely strikes out the language 
which deletes from the provisions of the 
law the wage benefits heretofore enjoyed 
by sugar beet labor. 

Yesterday the gentleman from Colo
rado [Mr. CARROLL] asked the gentle
man from Kansas [Mr. HoPE] this ques
tion: 

Mr. CARROLL. Does not this amendment 
modify the present Jones-Costigan law in 
two respects: One, that it does not give the 
same coverage to the workers in the beet 
areas as did the original act? 

Mr. HoPE. Yes; that 1s true. As drafted 
now it would not apply to any area where 
less than 5 percent of the beets or sugar
cane was grown by processors. It is my 
understanding that less than 5 percent of 
the beets in the sugar-beet area in this coun
try are grown by processors, so ,this amend
ment would not be applicable at the present 
time to the sugar-beet area of this country. 

My amendment to the amendment 
merely strikes out the 29 or 30 words 
which eliminates areas where less than 
5 percent of the beets or sugarcane are 
grown by processors, and whi-ch thereby 
exclude the beet workers. My State pro
duces very little sugar beets, but it does 
furnish a great deal of the labor which 
goes into Colorado and other Northern 
States in the beet-production areas. 

Unless the substitute amendment or 
my amendment to the amendment is 
adopted, I; coming from the State of 
New Mexico, which furnishes that labor, 
cannot possibly vote for the sugar bill. 
No reason bas been advanced why this 
protection to our laboring men should 
be withdrawn. I hope that this amend
ment, or preferably the Murray amend-

ment which will merely leave the present 
provisions of existing law in effect. will 
be adopted. 

The CHAIRMAN. • The time of the 
gentleman from New Mexico [Mr. FER
NANDEZ] has expired. 

The gentleman from Colorado [Mr. 
HILL] is recognized for 4 minutes. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. Chairman, I agree with 
the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
McCoRMAcK] that this is a bill that re
quires considerable thinking. There is 
some real history behind this sugar legis
lation. I want to repeat there is not a · 
single food product in this United States 
that has been handled with the dispatch 
and. efficiency during the war years that 
sugar· has. You are getting more food 
value for the sugar you use, more cal
ories, shall I say, at the present price of 
sugar than any other single food product. 

This bill comes to us this afternoon en
dorsed by the ·organization of the grow
ers, the processors, and all the various 
segments of the sugar industry. 

I wish to know whether this committee 
this afternoon would wish to bring in · 
changes that have not been discussed by 
our Committee on Agriculture and take 
us off on a tangent? Let me ask a ques
tion: What about the other agricultural 
products that are paid subsidies? Are 
you writing into that legislation mini
mum wages and guaranteed wages? 
What about potatoes? Many small chil
dren, younger children, are used to pick 
potatoes in the harvest season. No one 
has mentioned that. How about the 
dairy industry? 

If you are going to write this kind of 
legislation on the fioor of the House, 
write into it all these regulations for 
labor, then I ask you if you should not 
do so in every . piece of legislation that 
comes in here touching subsidies. That 
is the question the House must decide. 

The amendment offered by our chair
man, the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. 
HoPE] is perfectly broad enough and 
written carefully enough by the assistants 
of the staff of our Committee on Agri
culture to protect our beet laborers. 

I come from the beet-producing area 
in the State of Colorado. We have com
pulsory school laws. Boys and girls must 
go to school. Even if they come up from 
the State of my good friend from New 
Mexico, they still must go to school in our 
communities. We are not using children 
in our beet industry. 
- Another thing, we are getting pretty 
well mechanized in the beet-sugar indus
try. I wish I had time to tell you about 
the great machines that have been devel-· 
oped. We are working as rapidly as we 
can to get the entire beet-sugar indus
try mechanized. The testimony before 
our committee was that within 7 years 
that will be accomplished; we may have 
the beet-sugar industry completely and 
wholly mechanized within that period. 
Then what is the use of these regula
tions? Such things should not be written 
into this legislation. 

I hope the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Wisconsin will be voted 
down and that he will support the amend
ment offered by the gentleman , from 
Kansas [Mr. HOPE]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Colorado has expired. 

The Delegate from Hawaii [Mr. FAit
RINGT,ON] is recognized for 4 minutes. 

Mr. FARRINGTON. 'Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

The adoption of this bill with the 
amendments providing that the payment 
of fair and reasonable wages shall con
tinue to be one of the conditions for 
qualifying for compliance payments 
under the law seems to me to offer the 
best possible solution now of the problem 
presented by the expiration on Decem
ber 31 of this year of the Sugar Act of 
1937. 

The amendment offered by the com
mittee as well as the substitute offered 
by the gentleman from Wisconsin cover 
the workers in the cane sugar-produc
ing areas into the provisions of the law. 
The differences between the committee 
amendment and that offered by the gen
tleman from Wisconsin relate only to 
conditions in the beet sugar-producing 
areas about which I will not presume 
to comment. 

I do want to say here, as I have said 
to members of the committee, that I be
lieve the perpetuation of this principle 
that has always been a part of this law 
is wise from every standpoint and lends 
considerable strength to the measure. 

The Territory of Hawaii, as members . 
of the committee fully realize, is one of 
the principal sugar-producing areas of 
the United States. 

'rhe production oi sugar constitutes 
the basic industry of the Territory and 
has for almost three-quarters of a cen
tury. It is the principal source of in
come and employment of the islands. 

I believe those members of the com
mittee who are familiar with the Hawai
ian sugar industry will agree that it has 
reached a point of development scien
tifically and industrially that is in the 
best traditions of free American enter
prise. 

The growth and perpetuation of this 
industry however is dependent upon 
some form of protection from the com
petition of sugar7producing areas in 
foreign countries where the standard of 
wages is far below that of the American 
sugar producers. 

Under the conditions that confront the 
industry at the present time, the con
tinuation of the Sugar Act of 1937 with. 
the modifications contained in this bill 
for another 5 years seem to me to meet 
all of the requirements not only of the 
industry but of the consuming public 
in the best way possible under the cir
cumstances which now confront us. 

In terms of the Hawaiian sugar in
dustry, 5 years is a very brief period. 
The production of a single crop of sugar 
in Hawaii normally requires 18 months. 
This. means that 5 years involves only 
three crops. 

It will require this period for con
ditions in world production to clarify to 
the · point where sufficient information 
will be available for the development of 
a long-range policy. 

The price of sugar has remained under 
control probably longer than that of any 
other product so that the additional time 
required in meeting this problem is not 
out of keeping with what has been done 
in the past. · 
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The quota assigned to Hawaii under 

the bill will make possible expansion of 
production such as can be achieved 
through the introduction of new varieties 
of cane .and other scientific advances. 
The prospects for such an increase at the 
present time are very promising. 

The bill perpetuates the limitation of 
the original act on the shipment of re
fined sugar from Hawaii to the mainland. 
We of Hawaii have not altered our belief 
that this provision is discriminatory and 
unfair, but, other than recording our po
sition, do not undertake to challenge this 
feature of the law any further at the 
present time, other than to express the 
belief that the principle is wrong. 

The practical fact of the matter is that 
there is no immediate prospect that the 
amount of sugar refined within Hawaii 
itself is likely to be increased in the near 
future, although the time ·may come 
whereby the introduction of new proc
esses may change this situation. 

I think it should be noted that this is 
offered as a temporary measure. 

I should like particularly to call atten
tion to the statement contained in the 
report of the committee that the com
mittee believes that it should be made 
abundantly clear that the distribution of 
the American sugar market among the 
producers of the United 'states .. and for
eign countries and the provision for the 
establishment of quotas for the ensuing 
5 years on the basis provided for in this 
bill is not intended to establish, and 
should not be construed as establishing, 
a permanent production and distribution 
pattern nor as waiving American pro
ducers' rights to such portions of the 
American market as they can supply at 
the conclusion of the 5-year period cov
ered by the bill. 

On the contrary, the committee said it 
should be emphasized that this bill is 
designed to meet the problems of the 
temporary postwar transition period and 
is not to be regarded as the establish
ment of long-time national sugar policy. 

I believe that the committee has 
shown that there is a sound basis for 
the change.s in the law that have been 
proposed, and I hope, therefore, that 
favorable action will be tal\:en on the 
measure with the inclusion of the 
amendment for safeguarding the rights 
o: labor. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. 
HOPE]. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, the Com
mittee on Agriculture gave very careful 
consideration to this provision relating 
to wages. We had before us during the 
hearings representatives from three labor 
organizations: Mr. Robert K. Lamb, rep
resenting the national CIO; Mr. William 
Glazier, Washington repre: entative, In
ternational Longshoremen's and Ware
housemen's Union, CIO; Mrs. Elizabeth 
S:1suly, ·washington representative of the 
Food, Tobacco, Agricultural, and Allied 
Workers' Union, CIO. 

We gave careful attention to the state
ments made by those representatives of 
labor. The feeling of the committee on 
this question is about like this: We do 
not believe that the farmers of this 
country are dishonest; we do not believe 

that they are in the habit of beating 
their bills and not paying laborers the 
money due them. We think they pay 
fair wages in the sections of the country 
with which the members of the commit
tee are familiar, and we are familiar with 
all sections of the country because the 
members of the committee come from all 
sections. we do not in the case of any 
other agricultural commodity where we 
are paying a subsidy to producers de
mand that before the producer can re
ceive his payment he must show that 
he has paid his help or that he has paid 
certain wage rates determined by the 
Secretary of Agriculture-determined by 
the Secretary of Agriculture to be fair 
and just. I know of no good reason why 
there should be an exception made as to 
sugar farmers because I think they are 
just as honest as the farmers that grow 
any other commodity. I do not believe 
that the raising of sugar beets or sugar
cane automatically makes a farmer dis
honest. 

With that thought in mind the com
mittee felt there was no reason for in
cluding these wage provisions. How
ever, it was represented to the committee 
that in those sections where there is a 
surplus of labor that this type of legis
lation was needed. So, yielding to the 
urging of the gentlemen from Louisiana 
[Mr. DOMENGEAUX and Mr. BOGGS], and 
the Delegate from Puerto Rico, Dr. 
FERN6S-IEERN, the committee adopted the 
amendment which is now before you and 
which does take care of this situation in 
the· cane-growing areas. In the beet
growing areas we do not have that situa
tion. There is no surplus of labor. On 
the other hand, there is keen competi
tion for labor in other agricultural in
dustries beside sugar beet production. 
No one appeared from the sugar beet 
areas of the country and asked that the 
laborers in the sugar beet fields be in
cluded in · this provision. For that rea
son the committee adopted the amend
ment offered by me as a · committee 
amendment. We believe it takes care of 
the situation. The amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Wisconsin is not 
needed and should be voted down. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex
pired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from New 
Mexico [Mr. FERNANDEZ] to the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Kansas [Mr. HOPE]. 

The amendment was rejected. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the substitute offered by the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. MURRAY] for the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Kansas [Mr. HOPE]. 

The question was taken; and on a di
vision (demanded by Mr. MARCANTONIO) 
there were-ayes 63, noes 64. 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, I demand tellers. 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair
man appointed as tellers Mr. HOPE and 
Mr. MuRRAY of Wisconsin. 

The Committee again divided; and the 
tellers reported that there were-ayes 
96, noes 80. 

So the substitute amendment was 
agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Kansas [Mr. HOPE] as amended. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 

amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. HOPE: On page 

30, line 6, strike out "individuals or asso
ciations" and insert in lieu thereof "per-
sons." 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. FLANNAGAN. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. FLANNAGAN: On 

page 15, line 21~ strike out all of section 206. 

Mr. FLANNAGAN. Mr. Chairman, 
I have offered thi-s amendment in order 
to obtain the :floor to ask the gentleman 
from Louisiana [Mr. DoMENGEAUX] some 
questions. I do this in order to clear up 
the record. 

I made certain charges yesterday 
against Mr. Earl Wilson. Later in the 
evening the gentleman from Louisiana. 
made the statement that Mr. Wilson, 
who was vice president of the National 
Sugar Co., of New York, in 1943 became 
connected with the Commodity Credit 
Corporation for the purpose of helping 
to move the Cuban crop, and that at the 
time Mr. Wilson became connected with 
the Government that he was paid a 
salary of $1 a year, and, of course, his 
salary with the National Sugar Co. con
tin'!led; and that in August 1945 Mr. 
Wilson became head of the sugar branch 
of the Department of Agriculture, and 
at that time severed his financial inter
est, and so forth. 

I understand the gentleman means to 
say that from the time Mr. Wilson en
tered the employment of the Govern
ment in 1943 until he became the head 
of the Sugar Branch of the Depart
ment in August 1945, he did not draw a. 
Government salary but did continue to 
draw his salary as vice president? 

Mr. DOMENGEAUX. That is correct, 
as I understand it. 

Mr. FLANNAGAN. This morning in 
order to recheck my figures I took the 
matter up again and I want to report to 
the House that the record of the Depart
ment does not square with that state
ment. Mr. Wilson was employed by the 
WPB on July 8, 1942, at $1 per annum. 
He was transferred to Agriculture under 
Executive Order 9280 on January 8, 1943, 
as collaborator without compensation in 
the War Food Administration. On Feb
ruary 5, 1943, he was appointed as 
special representative of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation, Office of the Presi
dent, at a salary of $7,000 per year. 
Note that this is prior to August 1945. 
On December 29, 1943, he was appointed 
Director of the Sugar Division of the 
Commodity Credit Corporation at a sal
ary of $7,000 per year. 

I just wanted to make the record plain 
so that it would show the true facts. 

Mr. DOMENGEAUX. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FLANNAGAN. I yield. 
Mr. DOMENGEAUX. It may very 

well be that August 1945 was the date 
in which he severed his relations and no 
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longer received a salary from· the Na
tional Sugar Co. during the period of 
time in which he was in the employ of 
the Government. 

But I do want to make this statement 
again because I believe it is absolutely 
true, based on the facts that have come 
to me. Mr. Wilson did not receive a 
salary from the Government and a sal
ary from the National Sugar Co. at the 
same time; after that date when he 
was appointed head· of the Sugar 
Branch. IUs salary with the National 
Sugar Co. ceased when he assumed his 
new position which included the admin
istration of the Sugar -Act. I believe 
those are the facts. 

Mr. FLANNAGAN. Well, the gentle
man stated on yesterday that the fact 
was that he did not receive ~ salary until 
August 1945, and the records of the D-e
partment which I rechecked this morn
ing prove otherwise. 

I want to call the attention of the 
House to another significant 'fact. Mr. 
Earl Wilson is still connected with the 
Department of Agriculture as a con
sultant on sugar matters. He is iri the 
employment of the Department to this 
good day. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Virginia has expired. 

Mr. DOMENGEAUX. Mr. Chairman, 
I ask unanimous consent that the gentle
man from Virginia may proceed for two 
additional mintttes. I think this ·matter 
should be clarified. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Louisiana? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. DOMENGEAUX. 'Mr. Chairman, 

will the gentleman yield? The gentle
man is making a very serious charge. 

Mr. FLANNAGAN. I am not going to 
enter into a useless discussion. If you 
will get the facts here under the signa
ture and affidavit of Mr .. Wilson or the 
president of this sugar company as to 
when they stopped paying him a salary, 
then I will talk with the gentleman. 

Mr. DOMENGEAUX. Will the gen
tleman yield for one question? You are 
making these charges. - Has the gentle
man any facts? Has he anything to 
establish that Mr. Wilson received a sal
ary from the National Sugar Co. after 
he became administrator of the Sugar 
Act? 

Mr. FLANNAGAN. That is exactly 
the charge I made yesterday. 

Mr. DOMENGI::AUX. Have you any 
facts to substantiate that charge? 

Mr. FLANNAGAN. I put the facts in 
the RECORD. If you want to deny them, 
come here with an affidavit. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Virginia has expired. 

Mr. FLANNAGAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
withdraw my 'amendment. 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment which 
is at the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR 

HALL: On page 31, line 4, strike out "1952", 
and insert "1949." 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. Mr. 
Chairman, whatever may be the disposi
tion of the House on this particular piece 

of legislation today. there can certainly 
be no harm in shortening the length of 
time that it is to be in effect. If a bill 
which becomes a law cannot be carried 
out and administered properly in 2:Y2 
years-and that is the length of time this 
amendment gives to this bill-it ought 
never to have been passed by the Con
gress. 

I say to the House that it is futile to 
pass a bill that will continue for 5 years, 
because a great many changes may take 
place in the next year or two. Who 
knows? \Ve may have an entirely dif
ferent administration. I, for one, want 
to see some sort of a bill passed which 
will be administered properly in a reason
able length of time. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. I yield. 
Mr. HOPE. The gentleman under

stands, of course, that Congress wi1! be 
in session during the next 5 years. 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. All the 
more reason why we do not need such 
a long period for the law to be in effect. 
Congress can continue it as soon as the 
law expires, and if it is a good law there 
will be no hesitancy on anyone's part 
to do so. I feel that 2 ¥2 years is long 
enough for any law to be in effect, and 
if the Congress wants to continue it at 
the end of that time. it certainly -can 
do it. A great many changes may come 
about. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. I yield. 
Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. The 

gentleman, who is also a distinguished 
member of the Committee on Agricul
ture and is fully acquainted with this 
legislation, as he is with all legislation 
that comes before the Congress, knows 
that any committee of Congress in any 
Congr.ess can review or modify or amend 
any piece of legislation; . and does not 
the gentleman concede that within the 
next 2 years, if this legislation is not 
feasible, he or those in the House can 
amend it? 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. Yes; 
and by the same token, if we want to 
continue this act after 1949, we can do 
it. I repeat, a great many changes· may 
take place. . · 

The sugar situation is becoming more 
obnoxious and more annoying to the 
country in general as time goes on. Per
sonally, I have heard a great many com
ments on this side of the aisle about the 
regulation of sugar. Many Members have 
told me privately that they are pretty _ 
sore about seeing legislation brought in 
that will continue the stringent regula
tions on this entire sugar program. 

As far as the American public is con
cerned, there were many Members of 
Congress who came up for reelection last. 
year who h.ad a hard job getting by the 
electors as a result of the embarrassing 
light they were placed in by these tin
horn dictators that hold sway in some of 
the various departments and bureaus of 
our Government. 

Mr. PACE. Mr. Chah:man, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. I am 
sorry; I do not have time to yield. 

The sugar situation, while 1t may seem 
picayune to some, has become a major 
issue in the minds of the people back 
home. They are angry about the 
bungling they have seen. They are also 
sore about any continuation of the regu
lations that have impeded the purchase 
of sugar. I think it is time this Congress 
woke up to the fact that the American 
people like a high standard of living. 
They like to have a fair amount of sugar. 
The housewife should have it for use in 
the home, and she has been deprived of 
sugar for the past few years. The war 
is over. The sky should be the limit as 
far as sugar production goes, and with 
the demands that we are going to have, 
not only in our domestic consumption 
but from foreign countries, the sugar pro
ducers and growers in this country ought 
to be encouraged to do everything they 
can to produce a bumper crop, so that we 
can have all the sugar we want, and so 
that the people throughout· the world, 
who depend upon American supplies, will 
have all the- sugar that they need and 
want. · 

The time has come for us to take the 
bull by the horns and to insist that no 
legislation· that comes from this House 
be continued for an unreasonable length 
of time. I believe ·that 2% years are · 
sufficient. I believe the Members of this 
House are intelligent enough to continue 
the law when it expires, if necessary, and 
to pass any legislation that may be 
needed at the end of 2% years. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York has expired. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Kansas is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, this par
ticular amendment' strikes at the heart 
of this bill. 

The gentleman from New York says 
that he wants us to produce a lot of sugar 
in this country so we can export it and 
take care of the demands of the world. 
If he knew anything about the sugar sit
uation in this country, he would know, 
of course, that we have never exported 
sugar from this country. We have been, 
we are, and we always will be, an import
ing nation so far as sugar is concerned. 
So that question is not involved at all in 
this legislation. 

There are two particular provisions in 
this bill which I believe it is vital to re
tain, because they are the basis upon 
which an agreement has been had by the 
various producing areas and by the De
partment of Agriculture, the Department 
of the Interior, and the State Depart
ment. One of those is the provision for 
5 years. This particular period 1s de .. 
sired and insisted upon by all of the pro
ducing areas because it is felt that it will 
take that long to determine whether or 
not this type of legislation is what we 
want, and to work out our postwar sugar 
supply and demand situation. 

The gentleman from New York sug
gests that, if we cannot find out in two 
and a half years if this type of legislation 
is what we want, that there 1s no use try
ing. It is quite possible that we may not 
even put this legislation into effect for 
1 or 2 years. It is altogether likely that 
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quotas will be suspended for next year 
and possibly for the following year. So · 
if we terminate this legislation at the 
time suggested ·by the gentleman from 
New York, we may never gain any expe
rience under it. I trust, therefore, that 
those of you who are interested in sugar 
legislation and in the stabilization of this 
industry will vote down the amendment, 
because if it is adopted, it will utterly de-' 
stroy the purpose and intent of this leg
islation. 

Mr. Chairman, at this point I desire 
to make a statement explanatory of the 
definitions contained in title I of the 
bill. Title I contains all the definitions 
applicable to the entire bill except title V. 
Title V contains proposed amendments 
to the provisions of the Internal Reve
nue Code relating to taxes on sugar, and 
separate definitions for tax purposes are 
found in the Internal Revenue Code. 

Definitions contained in title I are ex
actly the same as the definitions con
tained in title I of the Sugar Act of 1937 
except for a slight change in the defini
tion of "liquid s_ugar." 

The definition of "liquid sugar" is 
found in subsection (f) of section 101 
of title I. In the present law "liquid 
sugar" means "any sugars-exclusive of 
sirup of cane juice produced from sugar
cane grown in continental United 
States-which are principally not of 
crystalline structure and which contain, 
or which are to be used for the produc
tion of any sugars principally not of 
crystalline structure which contain, sol
uble nonsugar solids-excluding any 
foreign substances that may have been 
added-equal to 6 percent or less of the 
total soluble solids!' The definition is 
changed by the bill so that the second 
parenthetical clause in the definition 
would read "excluding any foreign sub
stances that may have been added or de
veloped in the product." The defini
tion as changed will not bring within 
its terms any new or different type of 
sugar product. The purpose is to in
clude certain sugars wh~ch properly be
long within the definition but which 
have not been covered by the definition 
because there has been artifiaially de
veloped in the product additional solu
ble nonsugar solids sufficient to make 
the total soluble solids of the product 
in excess of 6 percent. 

The committee eo;nsidered several sug
gestions for changes in the definition of 
''producer" but concluded, after ,going 
into the problems involved, particularly 
with respect to the manner in which pay
ments are now being made to producers 
in Hawaii, that the definition in the ex
isting law is adequate and enables the 
Secretary as in the past to deal ade
quately with the circumstances peculiar 
to the particular areas. After discuss
ing the matter at considerable le;ngth 
with representatives .of the Department 
of Agriculture, the committee saw no 
compelling reason why the definition of 
"producer" as found in subsection <k> 
of section 101 should be changed since 
the committee could not question the 
legality of the administrative interpre
tations of the definition of "producer'' 
which the Secretary of Agriculture has 
made in the past in administering the 
act in the several areas. 

Mr. FLANNAGAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
desire to be recognized on the amend
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Virginia is recognized for 5 min
utes. 

Mr. FLANNAGAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
agree with the gentleman from Kansas 
that in all probability the adoption of 
this amendment will render invalid this 
piece of legislation, because in all ·like
lihood we will have to continue sugar 
quotas 'ror the next 2 or 3 years which 
would render this bill inoperative in that 
its provisions would never go into effect. 

I think the adoption of this amend
ment will be a Godsend to the American 
housewives, because in effect it will kill 
this bill. , 

Just let me tell you a few things about 
this bill. No one in this country ever 
heard about tying the price of sugar or 
any other commodity to the cost of living 
index until someone, I do not know who, 
conceived that idea down in Cuba in July 
1946 when this Government entered into 
a contract for a 2-year period buying the 
entire Cuban · crop. For some strange 
reason that provision was written into 
the Cuban contract, the same provision 
they are trying to enact into the basic 
sugar law. 

What happened to sugar? That Cu
ban contract was entered into in July 
1946. Of course, the Secretary should 
give the American processors the same 
treatment, and he did, after they estab
lished that formula, but he had no right 
to establish that formula, in the first 
place, in my opinion. But what hap
pened? When the Cuban contract was 
entered into sugar was $6.10. In Sep
tember 1946 the Secretary boosted the 
price to $7.60. He boosted it again on 
November 20, 1946, to $8; on January 18, 
1947, to $8.20; on March 30, 1947, to 
$8.25; and he did that because he was 
carrying out that provision or that yard
stick he had written into the Cuban con
tract as the yardstick by which the price 
of sugar should be measured. That is 
what has happened. 

Of course, the sugar trust wants that 
perpetuated, of course ·~hey want that 
provision written into the basic law so 
the Secretary of Agriculture will be hog
tied and compelled to raise the cost of 
sugar from time to time. That is what 
they are. fighting for. They are inter
ested in but one section in this bill and 
that is section 201 in which they adopt 
the same formula that was written into 
the Cuhan contract. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FLANNAGAN. I yield to the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. GROSS. Why did not the gentle
man raise that opposition in committee? 

Mr. FLANNAGAN. I had a mighty 
good reason. I did not know anything 
about it. I knew no more about it than 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania, and 
I am not criticizing the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania for not knowing anything 
about it in committee, because he did not 
have the opportunity of acquainting 
himself with it. We did not have the 
bill before us until we went into session 
to begin the hearings. 

Mr. GROSS. Did the gentleman vote 
·for the bill? 

Mr. FLANNAGAN. I voted against 
the bill. 

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman did not 
vote against reporting the bill out did 
he? 

Mr. FLANNAGAN. I served notice on 
the chairman at that time that I could 
not support this legislation. No one in 
the committee had an opportunity to go 
into the provisions of this bill and study 
the effect it was going to have on the 
consuming public. No one was given that 
opportunity. This legislation has been 
rushed, rushed, rushed. 

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman knows 
the committee had this bill before it so 
many days the members were tired of 
it and it was reported out because they 
were tired of it; yet the gentleman says · 
nobody had a chance. 

Mr. l"LANNAGAN. The gentleman 
evidently is mistaken; evidently he did 
not attend the committee meetings. We 
had only three hearings on the bill, that 
is all, and no one had an opportunity to . 
familiarize himself with the bill before 
those hearings were over. 

Mr. GRANGER. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the amendment of
fered by the gentleman from New York. 
Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Kan
sas [Mr. HoPE] has stated the proposition 
correctly when he said it was anticipated 
that it will be 3 years before this bill can 
be tested and that it will take time before 
it will point the way to what we might 
want to do with sugar legislation in the 
future. Even if all the extravagant 
charges the gentleman from Virginia 
[Mr. FLANNAGAN] makes were true, it 
would still remain as the gentleman from 
Colorado [Mr. HILL] said on yesterday. 
This is a part of our agricultural economy 
that is controlled. No matter what the 
Sugar Trust would attempt to do after 
this legislation is passed, you have suffi
cien·~ safeguards, because the formula 
and the weight that is put upon the for
mula is applied by the Secretary of Agri
culture, and he is the individual who will 
have a lot to say about what the price of 
sugar will be. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GRANGER. I yield to the gentle
man from Minnesota. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I think 
there has been misunderstanding about 
the power of the Secretary to :fix the 
price of sugar. He does not do that. He 
can fix a quota on the amount of sugar 
that may be sold in this country in inter
state commerce. 

Mr. GRANGER. That is true. 
Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. But he 

does not :fix any price on sugar. 
Mr. GRANGER. Only as it is :fixed 

indirectly by quotas, I agree with him. 
I hope this amendment will 9e defeat

ed and any motion offered to recommit, 
because this legislation, I am willing 
to admit, is an intricate piece of legis
lation. I do not know all, perhaps, that 
is in it, but I certainly know the new 
language that has been added. Most of 
the language that was left out has been 

.restored by action of the committ-ee, and 
the only thing that is left is this section 
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the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. F'LAN
NAGAN] is talking about. It is plain. It 
is understandable, and while I cannot 
say what effect it will have, neither can 
he, because those who have prepared the 
legislation or had much to do with it 
down at the Department of Agriculture, 
say that it is impossible to tell without 
trial and error whether or not this for
mula would even raise the price of sugar. 
It might well lower it. 

So, I hope by all these complaints and 
amendments that have been brought in,. 
that we are not going to be carried of! 
our feet by approving the amendment 
offered by the gentleman :from New York 
[Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL], who spent 
very little time in the committee, as I re
membel', when this bill was under discus
-sion, and certainly the gentleman from 
Vrrginia [Mr. FLANNAGAN] did not raise 
all these questions before our committee. 
I hope that this amendment and all 
amendments that would cripple this leg
Islation are defeated, because this is a 
continuation of the Sugar Act that we 
have had since 1934 and does not change 
it in any material way. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Utah has expired. 

The question is on the amendment of
fered by the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL}. 

The amendment· was rejected. 
Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. Mr. 

Chairman, I oiier an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. EDWIN ABTHUB. 

HALL: 
On page 7, line 4, strike out "4,268,000'' and 

Insert .. 5,268.000." 
Between lines 5 and 6, strike out the fol

lowing table and insert in lieu thereof~ 
"Domestic beet sugar, 2.300,000; Mainland 
cane sugar, 1,000,000; Hawaii, 1,052,000; 
Puerto Rico, 910,000; Virgin Islands, 6,000." 

Mr. EDWll~ ARTHUR HALL. Mr. 
Chairman, of course. none of us knows 
everything about every subject, and I 
have never set myself up as an expert, 
but some of the individuals who have 
been casting aspersions at me about my 
Jack of knowledge on the sugar situation 
ought to receive the mail that I have had 
and the expressions of absolute dissatis
faction that the housewives and people 
in general back home have evidenced 
about this whole sugar question. 

The point was made that we are an 
importing nation as far as sugar goes, 
not an exporting nation. I happened to 
hear the Secretary of Agriculture say be
fore the committee-and the rest of you 
who were there heard him; I happened 
to be there that day, in spite of the un
necessary reference made by the gentle
man from Utah. The Secretary as much 
as said that his committee which deals 
with the allotments of sugar for foreign 
countries has the :final word in its allot
ment of sugar for relief of foreign coun
tries. So do not let anybody try to kid 
you that I do not know a lot of this sugar, 
which ought to go for American con
sumption, will be sent abroad. I have no 
quarrel with the general principle of re
lief to foreign countries, and my record 
is crystal clear on that. 

Let no one suggest that I am at all 
antagonistic on that score. I do say, 

however, that the American people have 
the right to expect that domestic sugar 
will be earmarked to quite a large extent 
for them. I do not believe that in tak
ing that position I am any different than 
any other Member of this House who 
wants to be a good American. I happen 
to know the hard feeling that was and is 
rife back home over sugar. A lot of peo
ple who would make light of a question 
of that kind will probably not agree. but 
it is the crux of the whole question on 
the standard of living back home and 
the necessity of giving our own people 
the supplies they ought to have. 1 sug
gest that serious consideration of this 
question cannot be left aside unless we 
consider at least a. quota reorganization 
and a change. I do not say these figures 
are correct. 1 am not setting myself up 
as an expert, but I do say that the sky 
should be the limit as far as encouraging 
sugar production is concerned. Our 
domestic raisers ought to have the op
pm'tunity to raise those quotas if they 
want to. 

Mr. AUGUST H . .t'\..NDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. 1 yield 
to the gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I know 
people everywhere are disgusted with 
rationing. Of course, housewives are no 
longer rationed. But will the gentleman 
dwvote his few remaining minutes to a 
discussion of his amendment, so that we 
can find out just what he is proposing? 

Mr. EDWI!~ ARTHUR HALL. My 
amendment simply increases production 
quotas for domestic beet and cane sugar. 
It is foolish and shortsighted at this 
time, in view of the demands the domes
tic consumers have made upon the coun
try, and in view of the demands the Sec
retary of Agriculture is going to make, 
to try to set quotas that may be too low 
for raising of sugar. I for one want to 
see us have all the sugar we can possibly 
get, and. I am going to continue to take 
that position regardless. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. How 
much does the gentleman's amendment 
p:ropose we increase the sugar quota? Is 
that in acreage or tons? 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. It in
creases the domestic quota 1,000,000 tons, 
half a million tons for cane suga.r and 
half a million tons for beet sugar. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Is that 
in tons or in acres? 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. It is in 
tons. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Would 
that increase the acreage allotment? 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. I as
sume it would. There is plenty of land 
which can be added to both cane and 
sugar-beet production. I would much 
prefer to see acreage increased rather 
than done away with as it very well could 
be by exacting too stringent quotas. 

Mr. CLEVENGER. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to stri~e out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I happen to be a mem
ber of a special subcommittee of the 
Committee on Agriculture that spent a 
number of weeks studying this sugar 
question and the world sugar supply. 
Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN, Mr. HILL, Mr. 

HOEVEN, Mr. PACE, Mr. PoAGE, and Mr. ' 
GATHINGS compose that committee. I 
suppose it was because we learned so 
much about the world supply that the 
members of that committee are so mod
est about taking some of your time. But 
I just simply cannot sit here and take it 
any longer. We have three deficit areas 
in the world in the production of sugar •. 

Java, which normally produced some 
2,000,000 tons is out of the picture. The 
island of Formosa which formerly sup
plied Japan and the East with 1.200,000 
is out of production. The whole Philip
pine picture is down to perhaps 20 per
cent of theii normal production. So far 
as the beet-sugar areas in Europe are 
concerned. I do not need to tell you any
thing about that. France, Germany. 
and all of central Europe ate beet sugar. 
That is the thing that is causing so much 
grief to oilr friend here from New York. 

We have been using 68 and 70 pounds 
instead of 110 or 112 pounds that we nor
mally get. I say to you it was not easy 
for me. a protectionist Republican, to 
swallow the wool legislation. I went 
along with it with my tongue in my 
cheek. because I realized the party does 
not have two-thirds of the House and 
s~nate, and the day for majority rule 
seems to have passed temporarily. I am 
looking at the picture realist ically. I 
want to see every bit of sugar produced 
that can be produced, otherwise we will 
just have rationed scarcity and no sugar. 

This is not a palatable measure to a 
man who knows that an American 1a
b{)rer has to have protection against a 
tropical laborer. A man who wears over
alls and work clothing cannot work 
against a man in a G string, and a man 
living in a house cannot compete with 
a man living in a palm tree. But, never
theless, that is the condition we face. 
But I swallowed this; 1 just buttoned up 
my likes and dislikes and I recommend 
that during this 5-year period at least 
until we bring the world back into sugar 
production we hold our noses and vote 
for this to make some sugar, make it pos
sible for people to produce -sugar, and 
then wait for the day that we may return 
to satisfactory protection to take care of 
the American laborer. 

Mr. BENDER. Mr. Chairman, I won
der if the gentleman would explain the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New York tMr. EDWIN ARTHUR 
HALL]. 

Mr. CLEVENGER. Let us be chari
table. I am modest. The more I know 
about the world sugar picture-! am like 
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
AUGUST H. ANDRESEN] and the gentleman 
from Georgia [Mr. PAcE), I am almost 
too humble to speak about it. But I ask 
you to be realistic and see if we cannot 
raise some sugar instead of so much 
fuss. 

·The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. EnWIN AR'l'HUll 
HALL). 

The amendment was rejected. 
Mr. LYNCH. Mr. Chairman, I o1fer 

an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. LYNCH: On 

page 16, line 7, after the word "sugar", strike 
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out the period and insert a comma and add 
the following words: "which the Secretary 
shall allocate on the basis of direct con
sumption shipments in the years .1939 and 
1940." 

Mr. LYNCH. ,Mr. Chairman, this is 
a very simple amendment and I think it 
has considerable merit to it. It has 
nothing to do with increasing or decreas
ing the various sugar quotas. It has ~o 
do with the protection, however, of those 
industries that have gone into the refin
ing business in Puerto Rico. I ask in 
this amendment that the allocation be 
based upon a definite pattern decided 
upon by the Congress. 

It seems to me that where we have 
a quota and where we put a quota on 
any product we must take the position 
of protecting those people who have been 
in the business prior to the imposition 
of the quota. 

My distinguished friend from New 
York [Mr. BucK] yesterday spoke about 
these quotas and spoke about the restric
tions. There is a great deal in what the 
gentleman said. The fact of the matter 
is we have got these restrictions, and, 
having the restrictions, it seems to me it 
would be most fair and equitable to say 
now that the quota has been established 
at 126,033 short tons, that those short 
tons should be divided amongst those re
fineries which are in existence at this 
time. The objection will be made: "Well, 
that is repression of business." But the 
repression would not be were it not for 
the fact that we place a quota on the 
sugar in the first instance. 

I think that those companies which 
have invested hundreds of thousands of 
dollars in the construction of their re
fineries in Puerto Rico should be pro
tected in their investment, and that we 
should not pass any laws which place a 
quota and at the same time leave open 
the other part of the barrel so that other 
companies may come in and get a part of 
the quota, to the detriment of those who 
are presently operating them. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LYNCH. I yield. 
Mr. AUGUSr H. ANDRESEN. I just 

w·anted to get a clear understanding of 
the gentleman's amendment. The gen
tleman proposes that these 126,000 tons 
of sugar-and that is refined sugar--

Mr. LYNCH. Yes. 
Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Which 

comes from Puerto Rico shall be allocated 
to certain companies that deal in refined 
sugar in the United States? 

Mr. LYNCH. No, no. To the Puerto 
Rican refineries, on the basis of the 
1939-40 shipments. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I get 
the gentleman's point. I think there 
have been one or two new refineries es
tablished in Puerto Rico. 

Mr. LYNCH. My information is there 
are seven refineries down ·there, in all, 
and that they were in existence and op
erating there in 1939. As I say, I under
stand there have been none established-. 
since. It is amongst those that I think 
the quota should be divided. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. -Of
course, it wo~ld not be very much for
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each one if you would allocate only this 
126,000 tons. 

Mr. LYNCH. That is exactly what is 
being done today except on a different 
basis. As I understand, the Secretary 
still allocates, but it seems to me they 
should have some assurance as to what 
the allocation is going to be, and the 
assurance that I suggest is that Con
gress pass the basic formula, which is 
shipments during 1939 and 1940. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. LYNCH] 
has expired. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, the effect 
of this amendment would be that the 
Congress would · say to certain refiners 
in Puerto Rico: "You can bring sugar 
into this country in a refined form." 

And we would say to other refiners: · 
"You cannot bring in any refined sugar 
to this country." 

It is my understanding that some re
fineries have been built in Puerto Rico 
since the 1939-40 . period. Under this 
legislation the imports of direct-con
sumption sugar-I should not say im
ports, because Puerto Rico is a part of 
the United States-but the shipments of 
direct-consumption sugar from Puerto 
Rico are limited. 

The Secretary of Agriculture deter
mines from what refineries those ship
ments may come. I am sure that in the 
past the Secretary has been fair and 
equitable in the apportionment of those 
allocations, and I am sure that he will be 
in the future. I do not believe that this 
Committee, without knowing anything 
about the' situation, should at this time 
say that only those refineries which were 
in existence in 1939 and 1940 should be 
permitted to ship sugar to the United 
States at this time. It can readily be 
seen that this is a matter that in all 
fairness can only be left to the Secre
tary of Agriculture. 

I urge that the amendment be voted 
down. 

The CHAffiMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from New York [Mr. LYNCH]. 

The amendment was rejected. 
Mr. PACE. Mr. Chairman, I had not 

intended to comment on this bill, not 
because I have any misgivings about the 
bill, for I shall support it, but principally 
for the reason that I am not an expert 
on sugar and had some doubt about being 
able to contribute anything helpful. Two 
references, however, have been made to 
the Secretary of Agriculture and I do 
want to comment on those references. I 
doubt, Mr. Chairman, that any secretary 
of Agriculture likes this type of legisla- · 
tion. I think it is very peculiar. If you 
study the bill you will find that the Sec
retary of Agriculture has complete dis
cretion in every particular under this bill 
except in the allotment of quotas among 
the different" producing areas. 

The gentleman from Virginia objected -
to the language in section 201 setting up 
factors the Secretary shall consider 
when he determines the over-all supply 
of sugar. But if you read that section 
you will see it is still entirely in the dis
cretion of the s~cretary of Agriculture as 
to the amount, the weight, he shall give 

each factor and that he is specially re
quired to protect the interest of the con
sumers of sugar. 

If you turn to section 302 of the bill, 
which fixes the acreage allotments to the 
beet and sugarcane producers of this 
country, there is no standard set up there 
like we have in wheat, cotton, and corn 
acreage allotments. That, if you please
the allotment of acreage to the producers 
of beets and cane-is entirely discretion
ary. You will also find that the discre
tion of the Secretary extends to the point 
where he can vary the import quotas 
every 30 days. 

Comment was made yesterday by the 
distinguished gentleman from Virginia 
that the opening statement of the Secre
tary of Agriculture to our committee was 
that he was not too well" informed about 
the provisions of this bill. I would con
sider that standing alone as a rather 
critical reference. I think that much is 
true, because at the time the Secretary 
was getting ready to leave this country 
for Europe. But I think it is proper that 
I mention in this connection that sitting 
in our committee beside the Secretary 
of Agriculture was one who had been in 
every conference held on this bill, who 
was familiar with every ~'t" anct every 
dot in the bill, that was Jim Marshall, 
Chief of the Sagar Section, who was there 
to advise with the Secretary in his testi
mony. 

Of all the innuendoes which have been 
cast here reflecting upon the activities 
of certain gentlemen I am quite sure 
there has been no statement made, and 
no statement can be made, reflecting 
upon the character or the integrity of 
Jim Marshall, the Chief of the Sugar 
Section, or the Secretary of Agriculture. 
These two gentlemen, I am sure, have as 
deep and sincere an interest as does the 
gentleman from Virginia in the welfare 
and in protecting. the interest of the 
American consumers, the American beet 
and cane growers, and the American men 
and women who work in the beet and 
cane fields. In view of the fight Mr. 
Marshall and Secretary Anderson have 
made to secure an adequate supply of 
sugar for our people and to keep down 
.the price of sugar, it is now poor com~ · 
pensation to infer they would agree to 
any legislation which would be contrary 
to the best interest of the consumers. 

The second reference critical of the 
Secretary of Agriculture was because 
there was included in the last Cuban 
contract under which we bought the en
tire Cuban sugar crop a provision to the 
effect that the price we pay Cuba would 
travel with the cost index in the United 
States. I think something needs to be 
said about that. - I think you should un
derstand that situation. 

For several months the sugar section 
of the Department of Agriculture under
took to negotiate a contract for the pur
chase of the Cuban crop. It was im
portant that it be done and that our 
Nation buy and control the entire Cuban 
crop. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Georgia has expired. 

Mr. PACE. Mr. Chairman, I ask unan
imous consent to proceed for five addi

. tional minutes. 
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The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 

to the request of the gentleman from 
Georgia? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. PACE. Mr. Chairman, it was most 

important, if you please, that our Gov
ernment buy and control every pound of 
the Cuban crop in order to protect the 
American consumers of sugar. The sugar 
section was unable to complete a c'ontract 
with Cuba and it was so important that 
the Secretary of Agriculture flew down 
there himself to negotiate a sugar con
tract which did give us complete control 
of the entire sugar crop. 

What did Cuba ask? If you please, 
they asked no more than every man sit
ting on this floor would have asked, and 
the Secretary of Agriculture had to agree --. 
to it to get the contract. Here is what 
they asked: They said, "Mr. Secretary, 
we take our sugar dollars and buy Amer
ican products. We are entering into a 
contract here for the sale of our entire 
crop. The cost of things we buy in Amer
ica is going up and we ask you to write 
into this contract a . provision that when 
the cost of things which we buy in the 
United States goes up, the price of our 
sugar shall go up proportionately in order 
that what a hundred pounds of our sugar 
will buy today will continue to buy the 
same in American products throughout 
the period of this contract." 

Do you see anything wrong with that? 
That is the same as the parity principle 
that is written into every piece of farm 
legislation this Congress .has enacted. 
That is how it came about that the Secre
tary of Agriculture was able to extend 
fair treatment to the producers in Cuba 
who had done so much to contribl.J.te to 
the sugar supply of this country during 
the war and was able to acquire and con
trol the entire sugar crop of Cuba. That 
is one of the reasons sugar is more plenti
ful today. 

. I want to say one more word. I do 
not know that we gain anything in con
sidering legislation by talking about peo
ple. I hope this country will continue to 
be a land of opportunity. I hope that 
when men work hard they may be re
warded. Reference was made yesterday 
to Mr. Robert Shields, one of the most 
able representatives the Government has 
ever had in the Department of Agricul
ture. He went there as a young man, 
he worked hard, and his capacity was 
such that he filled practically every po
sition in the Department of Agriculture. 
He was later made a very handsome of
fer by some of the sugar interests. Un
less there is something here-and I have 
found nothing-to indicate there is 
something in this bill which is wrong, 
that there is something in this bill which 
is fraudulent, it does not seem to me 
the Congress of the United States should 
spend its time casting aspersions and in
nuendoes on men who have given almost 
their entire life to the service of the Gov
ernment. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PACE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Kansas. 

Mr. HOPE. I simply -want to say that 
I- desire very much to associate- myself 
with the statements which the gentle
man has just made, and particularly the 

statement he has made with reference 
to Mr. Marshall and Mr. Shields. 

Mr. PACE. I thank the gentleman. 
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 

gentleman from Georgia has expired. 
Mr. FLANNAGAN. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike out the last word. 
May it please the Committee, I want 

it distinctly understood that I did not 
deal in innuendoes on yesterday, nor 
have I indulged in in~uendoes today. · I 
made direct charges. Now Mr. Mar
shall has been brought into this picture. 
He seems to be_ a nice young gentleman. 
But, now, who is Mr. Marshall? Why, 
Mr. Marshall was the man who was put 
in charge of the Sugar Branch of the 
Department of Agriculture by Mr. 
Shields when he was head of Production 
and Marketing. Now, he may be the 

·most honest man in the world. He is a 
young man, and when they met in 
Shields' Washington omce and sat 
around the table to discuss this bill, here 
is the picture: Mr. Marshall is there rep
resenting the Government, and -his 
former boss on the other side represent
ing the Sugar Trust. I cannot help but 
think that he would be influenced, 
t,hough it may have been an unconscious 
influence. Mr. Marshall appeared be
fore the committee in executive session. 
I had found out something about sec
tion 201 and the change in it, and I 
asked hint why they were tying the pres
ent price of sugar, driving that stake 
down and tying it up with the cost of 
living, a formula that we had never heard 
of before in America until the Cuban 
sugar agreement was reacl:led. He 
finally said it was put in there in order 
to raise the price of sugar. That is 
what he said when he testified; that that 
was why they put the formula in the 
bill. He did state that they had modi
fied it some; but it is still the same pro
vision that is in the Cuban contract, 
and appears in this bill for the first time 
in America's legislative history. I know 
what has been the result of the provision 
in the Cuban contract. It has raised 
the price of sugar $2.15 to the house
wives in less than a year, which means 
around $300,000,000. 

Now, gentlemen, this is a serious prob
lem. I am going to offer a motion to 
recommit this bill and continue the pres
ent Sugar Act and give this committee 
further time to look into the situation. 

Mr. GRANGER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FLANNAGAN. I yield to the gen
tleman from Utah. 

Mr. GRANGER. I think the gentle
man has always been fair enough to be 
accurate in his quotations. 

As I understand Mr. Marshall, al
though I may be wrong, he was ques
tioned time and time again on $at this 
formula might do to the cost of sugar. 
As I remember, he said perhaps some 
of the people who wanted the formula 
tied to the cost of living thought that 
it might be raised, but he thought it 
might well lower the price. That is 
what he said. 

Mr. FLANNAGAN. Yes, but he said 
that was the reason it was in here. I 
kept on hammering on it in executive 
sessiorr. I wanted to know why it was 
in there. I am just asking you to leave 

it out for a year and proceed under the 
present Sugar Act. We know how the 
present act operates. I know and you 
know and the gentleman from Colorado 
knows that this new formula can be 
figured out to a mathematical certainty 
any day in the year, and that it hog-ties 
the Secretary. · 

Mr. BUCK. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. BucK: On page 

28, line 25, strike out section 406. 

Mr. BUCK. Mr. Chairman, I hope 
this amendment will be accepted by the 
Committee. The section it seeks to 
strike out has nothing to do with the 
objectives of the bill and has no place in 
a statute written by the Congress of 
the Unitid States. If a section such as 
this appeared in a law written in Russia 
or prewar Germany or Italy or Japan 
I would not be surprised, but I am sur
prised to ·See it in a statute of this Con
gress. What this section does is give 
the Secretary of Agriculture authority 
to force a neighbor to inform upon his 
neighbor or upon his competitor, or even 
upon his best friend; and if he refuses to 
act as an informer, the Secretary of 
Agriculture can slap a $1 ,000 fine upon 
him. This section should be eliminated. 
My amendment should be adopted. 

Mr. GAMBLE. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BUCK. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. GAMBLE. This section sounds 
very much like a provision Mr. Henderson 
was very eager to get in the original 
OPA Act, but the Committee on Bank
fng and Currency knocked it out in com
mittee and it never got on the floor. It 
was an informant act along the same 
lines. · 

Mr. BUCK. It had its genesis back 
at that time. 

Mr. GAMBLE. I think so. 
Mr. BUCK. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 

opposition to the amendment. 
Mr. Chairman, the provision to which 

the gentleman from New York refers, or 
provisions similar to it, and in many 
cases far stronger, will be found in every 
regulatory act on our statute books. This 
is not somethiBg that is peculiar to the 
Sugar Act. Every regulatory body or 
every omcial with regulatory functions 
in the United States Government is op
erating under some such provision as 
this. 

We have set out in this legislation cer
tain provisions which require the Sec
retary of Agriculture to make findings 
and determinations. I cannot mention 
all of them for I will not have time, but 
in section 201, for instance, in determin
ing the quotas he has to find out what 
the inventories are in the hands of the 
producers, refiners, distributors, and in
dustrial users. He has to have that in
formation in order to determine the 
amount of the quota. In section 208 
there is a provision that prohibits the 
shipping, transporting, and marketing of 
sugar in interstate commerce after the 
quotas have been filled. Unless the Sec
retary has some authority to make those 
inquiries he-has..no way of making those 
determinations. 
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A little while ago the Committee 

adopted the Murray amendment, which 
puts into effect the provision that the 
Secretary must determine that the work
ers in the fields have been paid a fair 
wage, and that they have been fully paid, 
before a grower can receive his Federal 
payment. We provide also in the Mur
ray amendment that a processor who is 
also a grower ma-y not receive his pay
ments until it is shown that he has paid 
other growers a fair price for the cane or 
beets they have produced. Without this 
authority the Secretary would have no 
way at all of getting the information 
which we say he must have in order to 
make these determinations. 

Mr. BOGGS of Louisiana. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOPE. I yield. 
Mr. BOGGS of Louisiana. In other 

words, it would be utterly impossible to 
administer this act without the provision. 
Is that not so? 

Mr. HOPE. You could not begin to 
administer it without the provisions con
tained in this section. · 

In section 409 there is a provision that 
the Secretary must make recommenda
tions relative to the terms and conditions 
of contracts between processors and pro
ducers and between producers and la
borers, and unless he has the authority 
contained in that section, there would be 
no way that he could function under 
these provisions. 

The same thing applies to section 410 
where the Secretary is required to make 
investigation for · carrying out the pur
poses of the act. So that unless you 
want to make it absolutely impossible for 
this act to function, do not vote for the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOPE. I yield. 
Mr. OWENS. I would like to ask the 

gentleman what might be called a double 
question. Can you tell me any specific 
act which so provides without arrange
ments for going into court and can you 
telL me of any act prior to the so-called 
New Deal legislation that contains any 
such provision? 

Mr. HOPE. I will say that just now 
I cannot give the gentleman details of 
these provisions but I am sure if he looks 
the matter up he will find the power 
exists in all regulatory agencies. In 
many cases it goes much further than 
·this because it gives the subpena power 
to a regulatory official. 

Mr. OWENS. Would the subpena 
power be through the procedure of the 
court? 

Mr. HOPE.· In some cases, yes. But 
where used in that way it gives more 
drastic power than is provided in this 
legislation. 

Mr. OWENS. As a lawyer, I would 
not think so. 

Mr. HOPE. I beg to disagree with the 
gentleman. I carinot agree with him. 
· Mr. Chairman, I urge that if yo.u want 
this legislation to be operative and you 
want the Secretary of Agriculture to 
function in its administration, then vote 
down this amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from New York [Mr. BucK]. 

The question was taken; and on a divi
sion (demanded by Mr. BucK) there 
were-ayes 16, noes 55. · 

So the amendment was rejected. 
Mr. PETERSON. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. PETERsoN: 

On page 23, line 2, strike out the period 
after the word "croppers" and insert a 
comma and the following: "Provided, That 
any honorably discharged veteran of World 
War II who is a citizen of the United States 
and who is a bon~ fide farmer at the time of 
the passage of this act shall be allowed to 
grow and market sugar or liquid sugar_ from 
sugar beets or sugarcane without reference 
to quota or allotment or any other limita
tion and as to production, such sugar pro
duction shall be deducted from the Cuban 
quota." . 

Mr. PETERSON. Mr. Chairman, the 
purpose of this amendment is to provide 
that World War II veterans who were 
honorably discharged, who are citizens 
of the United States, and who are bona 
fide farmers at the time this act takes 
Effect, shall be allowed to raise sugar 
beets or sugarcane, for the purpose of 
producing sugar, without reference to 
quotas. The particular portion which 
they may raise may be deducted from 
the Cuban quotas: 

In most of the bills dealing with agri
culture, which have quota provisions, 
there are definite provisions of law pro
tecting veterans for the preservation of 
their quotas when they return. There is 

. no particular provision such as that in 
the sugar law. There are many in
stances in which veterans have prepared 
the land. They have not been able to 
build up a historical basis for a quota. 
Therefore, those who have been serving 
their country at times when they would 
have been able to build up a historical 
basis, have no assurance that they will 
have a quota. I recognize the situation 
that where you have benefit payments 
you must have quotas, although I have 
always felt and still feel that we should 
encourage new production, and that we 
should allow in this country production 
by our farmers without quotas. How
ever, I realize if I made it wide open my 
amendment would have many objec
tions, so I tried to limit it to World War 
II veterans. The men who were serving 
their country had no · chance to build 
up a historical basis for quotas. 

I think this is fair. It will increase cer
tain domestic production by veterans who 
are bona fide farmers, veterans who are 
citizens, and this should be written into 
the bill. 

In all seriousness, I hope the commit
tee will vote this amendment into the 
bill. 

In order that there may not be any 
fight between the beet areas and the cane 
areas, I have asked that it be deducted 
from the Cuban allotment. 

There is a limitation, for instance, as 
to the number of veterans and limitation 
as to the acreage that can actually be 
produced. There is a physical limitation. 
We have to drain the land and we have 

to build dikes. The physical facts will 
make that limitation. Compared to the 
production in Cuba, it would be an in
finitesimal amount. It is fair and just 
to these men who have had no oppor
tunity to build up a historical basis. 

I urge that you support this amend-
ment. · 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. PETERSON] 
has exp{red. 

Mr. BOGGS of Louisiana. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment. · 

Mr. Chairman, I realize fully the pop
ular appeal that an amendment of this 
type has on its face. I am a veteran 
of World War II, and I am as anxious 
to extend every privilege and benefit to 
the men who fought for our country as 
any Member of this Hquse. But I, think 
this amendment should be analyzed a 
little. 

In the first place, as I understand the 
amendment, it would establish quotas to 
so-called bona fide veteran farmers who 
were farmers at the time of the passage 
of this act. The argument is made that 
there is no historical basis for the vet
erans; therefore this amendment should 
be adopte.d. That to my way of thinking 
is absolutely meaningless, because, bear 
in mind, there are no existing quotas at 
this time insofar as anybody is concerned 
either in the cane areas or the beet 
sugar areas. ·Since quotas were sus
pended in the year 1941, I believe, any
one could enter the beet-sugar industry 
or cane-sugar farming. 

As I understand the amendment it 
would apply -only to those so-called bona 
fide "farmers who were farming at the 
time the act was adopted. As I inter
pret the amendment, therefore, in the 
first place it has utterly no meaning be
cause anyone who wants to enter the 
business today can enter it without any 
interference insofar as quotas are con
cerned. Hence any veteran who desires 
to can become a beet or sugar farmer. · 
Therefore, the amendment is meaning
less. Moreover, I think this type of 
amendment, much as I want to favor the 
veteran and even if it had any mean
ing, is a bad type of amendment, be
cause it subjects the veteran to exploita
tion. What happens? What has hap
pened in the past? Let us take the case 
of the surplus property. There is a good 
illustration. We wrote all sorts of pro
visions into the Surplus Property Act 
giving preference to veterans. Invari
ably someone goes around, gets his 
brother-in-law, his son-in-law, or his 
uncle, who is a veteran, puts him up as 
front man and as a veteran, sits him out 
in front, and then all kinds of conniving · 
takes place. That is exactly what would 
happen in this instance if we adopted 
this amendment, and we would not be 
doing the veteran any favor whatsoever. 
In addition to that, innocent-sounding 
as the amendment is, it might, if it has 
any meaning, interfere vitally with the 
quota arrangements which have been 
worked out by the State Department and 
the Department of Agriculture with the 
Republic of Cuba. In doing that we 
would jeopardize the entire P\U'POse for 
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which this bill will be enacted.· I sin
cerely hope, therefore, in the name of 
the veteran, because this amendment 
will not help the veteran, in order to 
maintain our commitments to countries 
with which we have made agreements 
that we will vote down the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Louisiana has expired. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Kansas is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, after the 
excellent statement just made by the 
gentleman from Louisiana, I do not be
lieve it is necessary to say much more 
on this amendment. 

I agree with everything the gentlerr ... an 
from Louisiana has just said. 

We all want to do all we can for the 
veterans, of course, but to my mind it is 
very doubtful as to whether you would be 
doing anything for the veterans under 
this amendment; and its adoption would 
certainly place in jeopardy the ultimate 
enactment of this legislation. 

I want to call attention to the fact 
that under the language of the bill which 
we had before us there is this provision: 
That the Secretary in determining the 
proportionate share to a farmer shall in
sofar as practical protect the interests of 
new producers and small producers and 
the interests of producers who are cash 
tenants, share tenants, ~dherent plant
ers, and sharecroppers. The same pro
vision is contained in the present act. I 
have conferred with Mr. Marshall the 
administrator of the act, 3.3 to hpw he 
would interpret that language, and how 
he has been interpreting it, and he has 
assured me that in applying that lan
guage veterans will be given every con
sideration. He says that he feels bound 
under the language of the GI bill to give 
veterans a preference in making those 
allocations. The language of this bill, 
which I have just read, as applied either 
to veterans or to others is much more in-

- elusive than the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from .Florida, because his 
amendment includes only veterans who 
are farming now, but the language writ
ten in the bill applies to any farmer vet
eran any time during the life of the act. 

Now, what the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Florida would do 
would be to set up another quota. We 
have a quota each for the domestic beet 
producers, the mainland cane producers, 
Puerto Rico, Hawaii, and the Virgin 
Islands. This would set up another 
quota and in doing that it would throw 
out of balance all of the provisions of the 
bill with reference to quotas. In addi
tion, I do not know how such a pro
vision as this could be administered and 
I do not know how a veteran could dis
pose of his cane or his beets if he got a 
quota under the provisions of this 
amendment because the quotas provided 
in the bill are assigned to each factory 
district. These factory districts cannot 
market in interstate commerce any 
larger amount of sugar than the quota 
given: This means they cannot buy 
any more cane or bE}ets than enough to 
fill their quota. ~o if there is a regu
lar quota given to the factory district 
and that is assigned to the. producers 

within that district, then I do not know 
where a veteran would go to sell his 
cane or beets if he were given an extra 
quota under this provision. While I am 
just as sympathetic as anyone could pos
sibly be toward any provision that will 
give veterans a preference under this 
act, I do not believe the amendment pro
posed by the gentleman from Florida 
would do it and, if adopted, it would, in 
my opinion, very seriously jeopardize the 
ultimate enactment of this legislation. 

The · CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Kansas has expired. 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in support of the pending 
amendment and . the bill. 

Mr. Chairman, in my district we grow 
a lot of sugarcane. As a matter of 
fact, the ·sugar-producing area of the 
State of Florida, which produces ap
proximately 100,000 tons of sugar per 
year, lies almost exclusively in the Sixth 
Congressional· District of Florida. I am, 
therefore, very much interested in the 
sugar legislation. 

The merits of this bill have been dis
cussed guite fully and I am not going 
into that phase of it, but I do want to 
say to the membership of the House that 
this is one time that the producers, the 
departments of the Government and the 
various domestic sugar producers have 
gotten together. The Department of 
Agriculture and State J:)epartment are 
for it, the Interior Department is for it, 
and the Bureau of the Budget is in ac
cord with it. The bill i5 not absolutely 
satisfactory in every particular, but it 
is certainly the best bill that can be 
brought to this floor at this time in order 
to take care of not only the consumers · 
but the producers of sugar. When the 
industry gets together like it has in this 
instance, when there is absolute accord, 
and when the Committee on Agriculture, 
after having given full and complete 
study, brings to us this bill I am sure the 
House will adopt it. 

Going back to the amendment pro
posed by the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. PETERSON], with reference to ex
emption of veterans from the allotment 
of the quota system, may I say that this 
would not affect the sugar quota and 
would be infinitesimal. At the present 
time, as suggested by the distinguished 
gentleman from Louisiana, there is no 
quota. The veterans can come in right 
now, and they could come in for some 
time provided the President suspends 
the quota provisions of this bill, and they 
can raise sugarcane. When it comes to 
the time of allotment, at that time the 
veteran who has planted sugarcane can 
get his proper allotment . . 

This is not giving the veteran any-
. thing at all. It is just permitting him 
to work, it is permitting him, if he wants 
to, to engage in an agricultural industry 
by producing sugar. 

Now, my friend says that we have 
given them every consideration. Well, 
we have, but this is not giving them any
thing except the right to work. As I 
stated previously on the floor of this 
House, about the only thing we have 
given the veterans so far is priorities. 
They never have gotten much. Very 
little have they obtained, and we are not 
asking anything but that they be per-

mitted to farm. You know, there are a 
lot of veterans coming to Florida. This 
Everglades section land is as rich as the 
valley of the Nile. We have hundreds 

· of thousands of acres in the Everglades 
section of Florida and we could produce 
out there all the sugarcane for the pro
duction of sugar that the people of 
America could consume. But instead of 
that we have to allot more to Cuba be
cause we are restricted in the production 
on the mainland of this country, includ
ing Louisiana and Florida. 

Now, this will not affect our local 
growers. This amendment says this: If 
we get back to where we have to put on 
a quota, that this quota shall not come 
from out of producers on the mainland, 
but the quota shall be deducted from 
Cuba's quota, and, as you know, if there 
is any deficiency in any of the areas at 
the present time, Cuba gets 98 percent of 
it and we get nothing. As a matter of 
fact, as I see it, this amendment is a 
constructive amendment, and the vet
erans should be permitted to grow cane if 
they want to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Florida has expired. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Chair
man, I move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I expect to support this 
sugar legislation. The bill is not per
fect and does not suit me in all its 
phases-but I shall vote for i.ts passage. 
I say that because all indications point 
to the fact that the processors and the 
growers and the various departments 
have gotten together on a bill that to 
them is satisfactory; in other words, 
there is a compromise on sugar legisla
tion. 

My colleagues, you must remember 
that sugar is one of the commodities that 
has been regulated longer than any other 
food product in the United States. I 
think perhaps that accounts for this 
complicated bill and the imperfections 
in the bill. The amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Florida would fur
ther complicate the bill. 

I do have some misgivings about the 
bill. If you examine it carefully you will 
find there is a certain allocation of Beet 
sugar to the United States, that it per
mits 1,800,000 short tons of beet sugar. 
This is an increase of 100,000 short tons 
of sugar. At one time we had 1,700,000 
short tons of beet sugar produced in the 
United States. I am fearful that the 
amount of increase permitted is not suf
ficient to take care of the growing pop
ulation of the United States. It does 
not provide for the growing industrial 
use of sugar. Our population grows 
about two million a year. The bill pro
vides controls for 5 years.. In 5 years 
there will be another 10,000,000 people 
using sugar in the United States. Be
sides, the uses of sugar have increased. 
Now, what is the answer to that? I do 
not find it in this bill unless there is some 
way to increase the amount of land that 
can be brought under irrigation. I re
member a former Secretary of Agricul
ture. He was Vice President at one time. 
He recently was made editor of a mag
azine. He went out into my country a 
few years ago when he was Secretary of 
Agriculture, and made the statement 
that sugar beets and sugarcane should 
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not be raised in the United States; it 
was economically unsound. Well, they 
hung that gentleman one evening in 
effigy. I can still see his effigy hanging 
on the end of a rope, and there was a 
very mad group of farmers around the 
likeness of Henry Wallace. I want to 
see our farmers produce all the sugar 
they can and with rio useless restrictions. 

Well, I contend that perhaps one fault 
in this bill is that we have not given 
enough attention to how much .sugar we 
can produce at home. I see no way in 
this bill whereby you can bring new land 
under irrigation and sugar beet produc
tion. 

I would like to ask the chairman of the 
committee, the gentleman from Kansas 
[Mr. HoPE], who has done an excellent 
job working on this bill, a question. How 
can new lands not heretofore in produc
tion of sugar beets be planted to that 
crop? Can that be done? 

Mr. HOPE. Yes; after the entire quota 
which is allotted to domestic sugar-beet 
production is exhausted and new factory 
areas and new growers come into exist
ence. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Well, I hope 
they can., because they are bringing new 
land under irrigation all the time. As I 
said before, with the growing population 
in this country and the growing uses of 
sugar, we should not put shackles upon 
the domestic production of sugar. I 
think we ought to give them free rein. 
However, this is a compromise. The 
committee has worked hard upon it. It 
s.eems to ·me that the amendment offered 
by the gentleman.from .Florida, while we 
are in sympathy with what he would do 
for the veterans, would merely further 
complicate this bill. I would commend to 
my colleagues affirmative action on the 
bill without his amendment. There must 
be some sugar legislation, and as this bill 
has the approval of all interested par
ties, it should pass. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I yield to 
the gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. In the 
event it develops that we do not produce 
enough sugar to take care of the needs 
here on account of increased population, 
two things can happen. Congress can 
amend the legislation or the Secretary 
and the President can suspend the quotas 
so that · we can get additional sugar 
planted. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. The Secre
tary does have absolute power under this 
bill to make adjustments of that nature 
when they are needed. 

Mr. PETERSON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I yield to 
the gentleman from Florida. 

Mr. PETERSON. I am in accord with 
the gentlem~n's desire to increase pro
duction. All these years I have fought 
for increased production. This would be 
a very small increase. I thought we 
would let the veterans increase it some 
now. I would go all out if we could in
crease production generally. 

Mr. MILLER. I appreciate the gentle
man's position, but feel his amendmen~, 
not having the approval of the Agricul-

tural Committee, should not prevail. 
The bill should pass without amend
ments. 

Mr. BENDER. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, we have all been 
sugared up here on this bill. I think all 
df us know just about how we are going 
to vote. Will you not please let us vote 
so we can do something else? 

The CHAffiMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Florida [Mr. PETERSON]. 

The amendment was rejected. 
MORE NEW DEAL LEGISLATION, BUREAUCRACY, AND 

REGIMENTATION 

Mr. SCHWABE of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. Mr. Chairman, this is the so
called sugar bill and designated in the 
bill as the "Sugar Act of 1948." In the 
report of the committee, after likening 
the proposal to the Sugar Acts of 1934 
and 1937, it is stated that, "the bill has 
as its primary objective the stabilization 
of the sugar producing, refining, and im
porting industries." Quotas are au
thorized to be established for producers, 
marketers and importers, and subsidies 
are authorized to be paid to those en
gaged in the production and refining of 
sugar, all of which ultimately must be 
paid by the consumer. The committee's 
report says that this is to be understood 
as only a temporary program to last for 
5 years from January 1, 1948. But all 
of the essential provisions of this act 
have been in force since the passage of 
the early Sugar Acts of 1934 and 1937. 
It is e~tremely doubtful if the program 
will be abandoned within the near 
future. 

Much of the language of the bill is 
intricate and involved. But the bill is 
filled with provisions giving the Secre
tary of Agriculture, who is the direct 
appointee of the President, absolute and 
dictatorial powers. It is true that the 
bill directs the Secretary of Agriculture 
to take into consideration, before issuing 
his edicts, certain factual circumstances 
and conditions, but, in the long run, it 
is left to the Secretary of Agriculture to 
determine what action he will take with 
reference to the production, importation, 
and refining of sugar in this country. 
Worse than that, the Secretary of Agri
culture, in the last analysis, according to 

- the provisions of this bill, can and will 
determine the price that the citizens of 
the country pay for the sugar they use, 
and that applies both to domestic and 
commercial users of sugar. 

PLANNED ECONOMY 

If the authors of this bill, whoever 
they may have been, had tried to write a 
new bill filled from start to finish with 
planned economy provisions, applicable 
to the production, refining and market
ing of sugar, it is difficult to imagine how 
they could have done a more complete 
job. 

The language resembles that which 
was customarily employed by the brain
trusters of the early New Deal days, and 
the conceptions and philosophies of the 
New Dealers, and particularly of former 
Secretary of Agriculture, Mr. Henry 
Wallace, seem to have formed the basis 

of J;he theory and purposes of this bill. 
It does not read like an American con
gressional production. 

It is said that Mr. Henry Wallace, early 
in the New Deal regime, advocated the 
idea that every farmer should be re
quired to post on his front gatepost a 
Federal Government permit, stating the 
exact acreage and quantity of each and 
every crop he was permitted to produce, 
in order that his neighbors might know 
if he had exceeded his allocation or 
quantity. This is the same gentleman 
of whom ex-Senator Reed of Missouri 
said that he had required the farmers of 
this country to reduce their corn acreage 
by 20 percent and at the same time was 
trying to induce our corn growers to pur
chase from Mr. Wallace's corporaticJn 
Wallace's hybrid seed corn at $7.50 a 
bushel, guaranteed to increase the yield 
20 percent. This is the same· group that 
promulgated the corn-hog reduction 
program, killed the little pigs and cattle, 
on the ground that there was an over
production, and in order to produce a 
scarcity, which would result in a higher 
price in agricultural products. This is 
the same thing that developed for us· 
during the past 14 years the philosophy 
of scarcity, artificial fixation of prices, 
controlled economy, the OPA, and all of 
the patent medicines and nostrums of 
the New Deal, which have become so 
nauseating to the people of thL country. 
This is the result of the same philosophy 
and thinking that would regulate our 
every action, would tell us how much we 
must pay for labor and how many hours 
labor shall work, the diet we shall con
sume and the clothing we shall wear and 
the housing of our people. It is the out
growth of the same program that pro
duced thousands upon thousands of 
bureaucratic and Executive orders. 
edicts, rules, regulations, and the regi
mentation of our people. 

It is almost unbelievable that this 
Congress should want to follow in the 
tracks of such un-American programs 
of the New Deal reign of the past 14 
years. Yet, I call your attention to cer
tain provisions of H. R. 4075, the so
called sugar bill now under considera
tion. After reading section 203 and its 
involved language and lengthy clauses 
and sentences, I think most people would 
give up in dire confusion and say that 
there wasn't any question but what the 
language sounded like the language of 
some of the other New Deal legislation 
that has been foisted upon the American 
people. There are only two sentences in 
section 201 of the bill. The first sen
tence covers 9 lines of . the printed bill, 
and the second sentence covers 29 lines. 
I submit that the language, not only in 
section 201, but in many other provi
sions of the bill, is entirely beyond the 
comprehension of almost anyone except 
a New Dealer to understand. I hope it 
was not designed to be confusing. 

I would remind you of the old NRA 
days. You will remember that the first 
New Deal baby to be born was the Na
tional Recovery Act, commonly referred 
to as the NRA. It was referred to by the 
New Dealers as involving a code of fair 
competition. That hideous blue eagle 
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had to be displayed in order to a void 
boycotts and reprisals. The President 
and the Administrator of NRA said that 
the codes were written by the leaders in 

. industry. Of course they were, with the 
collaboration of the brain-trusters and 
for the protection and perpetuation of 
big business-the leaders in industry. It 
is not natural for the leaders in any in
dustry to encourage newcomers and 
competitors. Hence, among other things, 
the code of fair competition, th~ rules 
and regulations promulgated pursuant 
to the National Recovery Act, provided 
that as long as the leaders in the indus
try determined that there was sufficient 
capacity to turn out the quantity of ma
terial deemed necessary for the con
sumption of a locality, a new business 
could not be started. It was necessary 
that the NRA group, which was · dom
inated by the leaders in industry, shoul<!.. 
issue a permit of convenience and neces
sity before anyone could start up a new 
business, or enlarge his operations or 
plant. · 

A similar situation is provided in this 
sugar bill. It is honey-coated with the 
language that apparently is designed to 
mislead the consumers of sugar and we 
are told that an emergency exists, and it 
is necessary to pass this bill if we are to 
get any sugar. That is more New Deal 
language. The New neal has thrived and 
progressed from the · very beginning on 
emergencies and the emergency hysteria 
has so seized the public that they seem 
easily swayed by other cries of emer
gency. The Secretary of Agriculture is 
given the power and authority to tell 
each farmer how much he can produce. 
In section 302 <a) of the bill, it is pro
vided that the amount of sugar, with 
respect to which subsidy payments shall 
be made, shall be the amount commer
cially recoverable as determined by the 
Secretary, from the sugar beets or sugar
cane grown on the farm and marketed
or processed by the producer-not in ex
cess of the proportionate share for the 
farm, as determined by the Secretary. 

In subsection <b) , it is provided: 
In determining the proportionate shares 

with· respect to a farm, the Secretary may 
take into consideration the past production 
on the farm of sug-ar beets and sugarcane 
marketed. 

In section 303 of the bill, there is a 
provision which reads: 

With respect to such bona fide abandon
ment of each planted acre of sugar beets or 
sugarcane, one-third of the normal yield of 
commercially recoverable sugar or Iiquid 
sugar per acre for the farm, as determined 
by the Secretary. 

Then to make ce'rtain that the control 
of the Secretary of Agriculture shall be 
as nearly czarlike· as possible, and as 
dictatorial as it may be, provided in lan
guage, we find section 304 Cb) providing 
as follows: 

All payments shall be calculated with re
spect to a farm which, for the purposes of 
this act, shall be a farming unit as deter
mined in accordance with regulations issued 
by the Secretary, and in making such deter
minations, the Secretary shall take. into con
sideration the use of common work stock, 
equipment, labor, management, and other 
pertinent factors. 

Without any reflections upon the pres- Secretary, is liable to a fine of $1,000 for 
ent Secretary of Agriculture, who is an each violation. · The snooping clause and 
especially fine gentleman and whom I power and authority vested in the Secre
very much admire personally, I must say tary is further emphasized in section 410 
that such power and authority vested of the bill . 
in any one man is un-American. Thank In section 410, it is provided: 
God we had a Supreme Court that The Secretary is authorized to conduct 
understood Americanism well enough ~o surveys, investigations, and research relat
declare the NRA unconstitutional when ing to the conditions and factors affecting 
it was brought before that Court for con- the methods of accomplishing most effec
sideration. Why should we continue, tively the purposes of this act and for the 
promote, extend, implement, and per- _ benefit of agriculture generally in any area. 
sonify the program of the New Dealers Thus, it will be seen that the Secre-
by the passage of such an act as this? tary is really clothed with the authority 

BLANK cHEcKs of a czar not only in the sugar-producing 
I call your attention to section 401, areas, but as he may see fit and as he 

the first section of title IV, which reads: . may deem "for the benefit of agricul
ture generally in any area." 

. For the purposes of this act, the Secretary It is not a question of whether or not 
may make such expenditures as he deems 
necessary to carry out the provision:! of this Secretary Clinton Anderson will become 
act, including personal services and rents in a czar. Congress should not vest any 
the District of Columbia and elsewhere. individual, the President, or any of his 

In this same connection and under appointees, with any· such power. Con
this same title IV, I call your attention gress should not abdicate its authority. 
to the dictatorial authorization con- As representatives of the people, we 

should not vest or attempt to vest such 
tained in subsection (b) of section 402, dictatorial powers in any man in this 
which reads: 

countTy. 
All funds available for carrying out this Th th · · · 

act shall be available for allotment to the ere are many o er prOVISions In 
bureaus and offices of the Department of the bill equally as un-American in prin
Agriculture and for· transfer to such other ciple as those to which I have just re
agencies of the Federal Government as the ferred. It is sufficient to say that the 
Secretary may request to cooperate or assist Secretary has been given power and au
in carrying out the provisions of this act. thority to allocate according to areas and 

Then, in perfect New Deal style and down to the individual farms, and the 
t f f th 1 b authority to define the maximum 

apparen ly or ear at this engthy ill amount of sugar beets and sugarcane 
might have omitted some authority and 
provision to strengthen the hand of the that can be produced in this country. 
Secretary who had been given such die- It is planned economy from start to 
tatorial powers in the bill, we find sec- finish. He is given a blank check to 
tion 403 (a), which reads: carry on his operations as dictatorial 

as he may see fit. He is given the au-
The Secretary is authorized to make ~>Uch thority to pass upon contracts between 

orders or regulations, which shall have the producers and buyers and between pro
force and effect of law, as may be necessary 
to carry out the powers vested in him by ducers and their hired help, to penalize 
this act. Any person knowingly violating people who will not comply with regula
any order or regulation of ~he Secretary tions which he promulgates instead of 
issued pursuant to this act, shall, upon con- laws being passed by Congress. He is 
viction, be punished by a fine of not more even given the authority that can ulti
than $100 for each such violation. mately determine just how much sugar 

It has nof been long since we heard you and I can consume in this ·country. 
the popular clamor against fines being On page 6 of the printed report of the 
imposed for violations of Executive or- committee on this bill, it is stated: 
ders, edicts, and regulations. But here The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized 
we have a provision authorizing the Sec- . under section 201 to determine the require
retary to promulgate any orders or regu- ments of consumers for each calendar year 
lations he may see fit to carry out the on the basis of the standards specified there
power vested in him by this act, and then in. In making his determinations the Sec-

retary is directed to protect the welfare of 
going all out New Deal style and provid- consumers and of those engaged in the do
ing that if anyone shall violate any or- mestic sugar-producing industry by provid
der or regulation of the Secretary, he may ing a quantity of sugar which will be con
be fined $100 for each violation. I sumed at prices fair to both consumers and 
thought the people of the United states the domestic sugar industry. 
spoke last November 5 and said they On page 8 of the committee's printed 
wanted no more of such stuff. That is report, it is specifically stated that sec
abhorrent and shocking to the people of tion 302 of the bill authorizes the Sec
this country, and I do not believe they retary to establish proportionate shares 
will appreciate further enactments along in each of the domestic areas in terms of 
that line by Congress. each farm's fair share of the total quan-

But the bill goes another step. In tity of sugar beets or sugarcane required 
section 406, the Secretary is vested with to be processed to enable the producing 
all the powers of a legally authorized area to meet the quota-and provide a 
snooper. He can require any and all in- normal carry-over inventory-for such 
formation he wants in connection with area. The proportionate shares-acre
the manufacturing, marketing, or indus- age allotments-for farms are to be es
trial use of sugar, and anyone who fails tablished on the basis of past production 
.to furnish such information or furnishes on the farm and ability tp produce sugar 
false information on the subject to the beets or sugarcane thereon. 
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The committee handling this bill stated 

in the committee report on page ·a: 
It is the judgment of the committee that 

considerable discretion should be left to 
the Secretary to deal with the varied and 
changing conditions in the various produc
tion areas, in order to establish fair and 
equitable shares for farms in such areas. 

Does not that sound like New Deal 
bureaucracy, from which we should be 
attempting to rid ourselves. 

Mr. Chairman, under the circum
stances, I think we should face the stern 
realities that beset us. It does not augur 
well for us to side-step the issue. If 
there is a crisis or emergency, and the 
present 1937 Sugar Act expires December 
31, 1947, should we not fearlessly and 
boldly face the proposition of enacting 
legislation that is sound and American 
in principle? The truth of the matter is 
that the New Deal crowd threw overboard 
our tariff protections on home industries. 
This applied to sugar and they substi
tuted subsidies, premiums and bonuses. 
Tariffs are paid by the consumer of the 
goods upon which tariffs. are collected, 
while subsidies are paid out of the public 
Treasury by the taxpayers, regardless of 
whether or not they are consumers of 
such commodities. If it is wrong in 
principle to subsidize the sugar industry, 
by paying subsidies to the producers and 
the processors and marketers, we should 
face the issue and decline to do so. We 
should provide other sound procedures, 
procedures which are economically sound 
and are not just temporary make-shifts, 
such as the committee admits this bill 
is intended to be. In the meantime, most 
important of all, we should not vest in 
any man the dictatorial powers that this 
bill seeks to give the Secretary of Agri
culture. 

The bill is New Dealish in every respect. 
Hence, I cannot and will not vote for its 
passage. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent to proceed out of order, and to pro
ceed for two additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Nebraska? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Chairman, again a 

great :flood is rolling down in the Re
publican River Basin. Canyons, creeks, 

· and tributaries, as well as the main stem 
of the Republican River, are overfiowing 
with water, destroying property, and 
causing the inhabitants to evacuate. At 
Cambridge, Nebr., where death through 
:floods struck about 3 weeks ago, taking 
the lives of 14, it is again under water. 
The basements are filling up and the 
people are moving out. 

Mr. Chairman, :flood relief must come 
to this territory now. It so happens that 
the :flood-control work in much of this 
region is to be done by the Bureau of 
Reclamation. It is imperative that the 
conferees now working on that bill ap
propriate every dollar possible for this 
territory involved. I wish to read a tele
gram that I have received. It was sent 
late last night: 

Two feet water swept through streets Cul
bertson 6 p. ;m.. today, stopping all trans-

portation and business, according to Carl 
Swanson, attorney. Fully twice as much 
water coursed over nearby Hitchcock County 
fair grounds. Property and home damage 
heavy in lower part of town. This flash flood 
caused by sudden rain of 3 to 6 inches fall· 
ing on water-soaked hillsides north of town. 

Heavy rains were general throughout this 
region, so it was certain that another high
water crest will go down the Republican River 
tonight, although serious floods not expected 
in lower valley unless rain continues. 

In flood-harrowed Cambridge, 2-inch 
cloudburst fell in 40 minutes, halting c;:lean
up work still. less than half complete from 
June 22 flood. Since considerable rain fell 
upstream along Medicine Creek, especially 
near Curtis, Cambridge citizens were watch
ing for another flood crest tonight. 

Indianola inhabitants, who suffer annu
ally from flash floods of Coon Creek, anx
iously watching for a possible 4-foot wall o:r 
water on that stream. 

Two- and three-inch rains fell over north
west Kansas, so farms and towns along Bea
ver Creek expected their second flooding in 
less than month. Localized 5-inch cloud
burst caused flood at Stratton Tuesday. 

All developments serve to demonstrate for 
the thousandth time the vulnerability of this 
region to floods that can be caused by rainfall 
of as little as 2 inches, especially when rain 
falls fast and ground already saturated as 
was case again today. Unknown damage to 
crops; unknown amount of rich topsoil 
washed away, all of which again demonstrates 
expensively that this water must be stopped 
and controlled as near source as possible, used 
for good of greatest number of people, and 
prevented from causing additional devasta
tion. Army engineers and Bureau should act 
immediately to avoid a repetition of today's 
flood at Culbertson and those recently at 
Cambridge and other communities in theRe
publican Valley and tributaries and through
out the country. 

This morning another telegram ar
rived giving me the picture of the situa
tion as it was at 2:30 this morning. This 
telegram mentions Medicine Creek and 
the town of Cambridge. This is the 
same town and the same creek that had 
the unfortunate :flood that I previously 
mentioned. That telegram is as follows: 

Just made trip West. Water over highway 
seven places from McCook to Culbertson. 
Every dry canyon and creek overflowing over 
lowlands and highways: River running full 
bank to bank here 2 hours ago. Flash rains 
all the way from 2 to 6 inches. Cambridge 
basements now filled with water and people 
evacuating the town. Six inches of water 
reported north of Cambridge late this after
noon with about same fall in some localities . 
west. Air communications out in that ter
ritory. Lester Simes, highway' department, 
says Fox Creek and Curtis Creek highest in 
history which dumps into Medicine Creek, 
both creeks sending water over highway 
bridges. Small dikes built by people of Cam
bridge washed out, and people moving again 
after trying to rehabilitate themselves. Dry 
creeks running full and . out over lowlands 
west of McCook, destroying farm lands and 
destroying crops and threatening lives. This 
is the picture this morning at 2 : 15 by a good 
reporter. Nobody knows what conditions are 
on headwaters of Red Willow, Medicine, and 
other tributaries because of rack of com
munications. 

Mr. Chairman, one of the worst floods 
in the entire United States occurred in 
the Republican Valley. There are few 
such tragedies that take the lives of more 
than . 100 people in any one locality. 
That did happen on the Republican 
River in the spring of 1935. At that 

time, 112 people were drowned. In the 
3 or 4 years that followed that devas
tating :flood, which destroyed millions of 
dollars in property, besides many mil
lions more in topsoil, not one thing was 
done by the Government of the United 
States to bring :flood control and a pro
gram of. water utilization to the Republi
can River Basin. It is not an idle remark 
to say that this area, from the standpoint 
of such needs, is the most neglected spot 
in our country. 

Mr. Chairman. with all the earnest
ness at my command, I urge that the 
conferees now working on the Interior 
bill take cognizance of this tragic situa
tion and appropriate the full amount 
needed. I urge that this House support 
them in that move. 

The Republican River and its tribu
taries arise in northwestern Kansas, 
eastern Colorado, and southwestern Ne
braska. In that section the river spreads 
out like the fingers of a hand. The river
control work in that west part of the 
basin where the tributaries are located 
is under the jurisdiction of the Bureau 
of Reclamation. The Army engineers 
are building an on-river dam a little 
farther east at Republican City. It is 
the Harlan County Dam. This House 
has already recommended $3,775,000 for 
the Army engineers to carry on the con
struction work of that dam. That 
amount must be raised. It ought to be 
raised beyond the budget estimate. The 
June :floods have done great damage in 
the area to be protected by the Harlan 
County Dam. Much of the work already 
done will have to be done over. The 
:floodwater reached heights almost equal 
to the :flood of 1935. 

The Army engineers are also sched
uled to work on Coon Creek. The 
amount needed for this purpose is small 
and it should be provided. I urge the 
Army engineers to speed their work in 
that valley and I plead with the Con
gress to make funds a vaila'ble to rush 
this work to completion. 

Under the existing set-up which has 
prevailed for many years, regions such as 
the Republican Basin get no benefit 
whatever from emergency flood appro
priations. This year, Congress provided 
$12,000,000 for such emergency work. 
That work is performed by the Army 
engineers. It is confined to the repair, 
strengthening, and maintenance of 
levees .. flood walls, and other :flood con
trol works built by the Federal Govern
ment. To those unfortunate areas where 
no :flood control work has ever been done, 
this emergency appropriation means 
nothing. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask the help of this 
Congress in bringing :flood control and 
a program of water utilization to this 
great area. The people are honest, hard 
working, thrifty, and energetic. Time 
and time again, they have suffered great 
property losses from :floods. They have 
seen their neighbors' and their loved ones 
lose their lives. They are today facing 
high water and floods. I ask that the 
programs authorized and undertaken be 
speeded to completion. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. 
Chairman. will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CURTIS. I yield. 
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Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Of 

course, the gentleman is aware of the 
handicap that the conferees work under 
in view of the fact that they mu§t operate _ 
on the bill as passed by the House and as 
passed by the Senate, and there was no 
particular reference to the Medicine 
Creek Dam in either bill. I am entirely 
sympathetic to. the gentleman's propo
sition, however, and hope we can do what 
he wants, as I understand this dam is 
part of the Frenchman-Cambridge 
project. 

Mr. CURTIS. I realize the limitations 
on the conferees, but the Cambridge Dam 
is part of the Frenchman-Cambridge 
project which is a phase A project and 
one eligible for Bureau of Reclamation 
money ever since the war ended. I have 
investigated and I find that money can 
be made available for this dam. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Nebraska has expired. 

There are no further amendments at 
the desk and, under the rule, the Com
mittee will rise. _ 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Chairman of the Com
mittee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union, reported that that Com
mittee, having had under consideration 
the bill H. R. 4075, pursuant to House 
Resolution 273, he reported the same 
back to the House with sundry amend
ments adopted in Committee of the 
Whole. 

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the 
previous question is ordered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment? If not, the Chair will put 
them en gros. 

The amendments were agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the engrossment and third reading of 
the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a -third time, and was read the 
third time. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the passage of the bill. 

Mr. FLANNAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I 
offer a motion to recommit which is at 
the desk. 

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman op
posed to the bill? 

Mr. FLANNAGAN. I am, Mr. Speak
er. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the motion to recommit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. FLANNAGAN moves to recommit the bill 

to the House Committee on Agriculture with 
instructions to report the bill back forth
with continuing the Sugar Act of 1937 for 1 
year and providing for reallocation of any of 
the 1948 deficit in Philippine continental 
beet- and cane-sugar quotas in accordance 
with the provisions of' H. R. 4075. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Speaker, I move the 
previous question on the motion to re
commit. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the motion to recommit. 
The question was taken; and on a 

division <demanded by Mr. FLANNAGAN) 
there were-ayes 47, noes 101. · 

So the motion to recommit was. re
jected. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the passage of the bill. 

Mr. FLANNAGAN. Mr. Speaker, on 
that I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were refused. 
The question was taken, and the bill 

was passed. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 
PERMISSION TO COMMITTEE ON DIS

TRICT OF COLUMBIA_ TO FILE RE
- PORTS 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on the District of Columbia may have 
until midnight tonight to file sundry re-
ports. -

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
· the r-equest of the gentleman froin 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
LEGISLATIVE APPROPRIATION BILL, 1948, 

SENT TO CONFERENCE 

Mr. JOHNSON of Indiana. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to take 
from the Speaker's .table the bill (H. R. 
3993) making appropriations for the 
legislative branch for the fiscal year end
ing June 30, 1948, and for other purposes, 
with sundry amendments thereto, dis
agree to the amendments, and agree to 
the conference asked by the Senate. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. . 
The SPEAKER. ·Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from Illi
nois? (After a pause.] The Chair 
hears none and appoints the following 
conferees: Messrs. JoHNSON of Indiana, 
TIBBOTT, CANFIELD, GRIFFITHS, CANNON, 
KIRWAN, and ANDREWS of Alabama. 

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 

Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 10 minutes today following the dispo
sition of the legislative business of the 
day_ and any other special orders here
tofore entered. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas- · 
sachusetts? -

There was no objection. 
PERMISSION TO SUBCOMMITTEE ON 

ELECTIONS TO SIT DURING SESSIONS 
OF HOUSE 

Mr. GAMBLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Subcommit
tee on Elections of the Committee on 
House Administration may on Monday 
and Tuesday next sit during general de
bate during sessions of the House. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? . 

There was no objection. 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mrs. BOLTON (at the request of Mr. 
HALLECK) was given permission to ex
tend her remarks in the Appendix of the 
RECORD and include an editorial. 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin asked and 
was given permission to extend his re
marks in the Appendix of the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

Mr. POAGE asked and was given per
mission to extend his own remarks in 

the Appendix of the RECORD and include 
a proclamation of the Governor of Texas. 

Mr. PATMAN asked and was given 
permission to extend his own remarks 
in the Appendix of the RECORD in three 
separate instances and include certain 
statements and ex~erpts. 

Mr. McCORMACK asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
in the Appendix of the RECORD and in
clude an article written by· Robert L. 
Norton appearing in the Boston Post. 

Mr. PRICE of Florida asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
in the Appendix of the RECORD and in
clude a statement. 

Mr. DURHAM asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Appendix of the RECORD and include an 
editorial. · 

Mr. HORAN asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Appendix of the RECORD in two sepa
rate instances and include editorials in 
each. 

Mr. McDONOUGH asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
in the Appendix and include excerpts 
from the Great Globe Itself. 

-Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimm,Is consent to extend my 
remarks in the Appendix of the RECORD 
and include some testimony given before 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

. · The , SPEAKER. Without objection, 
the extension may be made. 
Then~ was no objection. 

SERGE RUBINSTEIN 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, by 
direction of the Com-mittee on the Ju
diciary, I call up House Resolution 254, 
which is privileged. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

Resolved, That the Secretary of State is 
directed to transmit forthwith to .the Com
mittee on the Judiciary of the House of 
Representatives all documents, papers, 
memoranda, and other records in the pos
session of the Department of State relating 
to the granting to Serge Rubinstein of per
mission to qualify for entry into the United 
States as a permanent resident. 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, I a.sk 
that the report be read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
The Committee on the Judiciary, to whom 

was referred the resolution (H. Res. 254) 
directing the Secretary of State to transmit 
forthwhile to the Committee on the Judiciary 
certain documents, records, and memoranda 
relating to one Serge Rubinstein, having 
considered the same, reports unfavorably 
thereon without amendment and· recom
mends that the resolution do not pass. 

GENERAL STATEMENT 

The committee recommends against the 
passage of the resolution because informa
tion, as requested in the resolution, has been 
furnished the Committee in a letter from the 
Department of State, the text of which is 
Included in · this report for the information 

-_ of the House, insofar as such papers are 
in the possession of or available to the De
partment of State. The photostatic copies 
of documents which accompanied the report 
of the Department of State and which are 
referred to in the letter, are in the custody 
of the committee and are available to the 

· Members of the House upon request. Fur
thermore, tb.e Pepartment ot state has tend-
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ered to the Congress all papers in its pos
session with reference to the subject matter 
of the resolution, and will produce any or all 
of them -which will serve to substantiate or 
amplify the contents of its letter. 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, the 
report from the department is, in the 
opinion of the Judiciary Committee, 
complete. I move that the resolution be 
laid on the table. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, I offer 

another privileged resolution <H. Res. 
255), and ask for its immediate consid
eration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

Resolved, That the Attorney General of the 
United States is directed to transmit forth
with to the Committee on the Judiciary of 
the House of Representatives all documents, 
papers, memoranda, and other records in the 
possession of the Department of Justice re
lating to-

(1) the entry into the United States. of 
Serge Rubinstein as a permanent resident; 

(2) any investigations made as to the 
validity of the said Serge Rubinstein's 
Portuguese passport; 

( 3) any investigations made . as to the 
truth of Serge Rubinstein's representations 
with respect to his parentage and citizen-
ship; · 

(4) any investigations made as to the 
activities of the said Serge Rubinstein prior 
to his entry into the United States, and as to 
whether he was a desirable or undesirable 
alien; 

(5) any investigations made leading to the 
issuance of an order of deportation of the said 
Serge Rubinstein; 

(·6) the revocation of such order of de
portation by the Board of ImmigratiQn Ap
peals and/ or any facts or investigations in 
connection therewith, including any activi
ties of the said Serge Rubinstein directed to 
obtaining the revocation of the deportation 
order against him; 

(7) any investigations made to determine 
whether the said Serge Rubinstein should 
be prosecuted criminally for alleged viola
tions of laws administered by the Securities 
and Exchange Commission; 

(8) any investigations made to determine 
whether the said Serge Rubinstein utilized 
corporate funds, particularly those · of the 
Chosen Corporation, a British corporation, 
for his personal gain; 

(9) any invesigation made with respect to 
the activities of one Paul O'Leary Buckley in 
connection with the sale to Serge Rubinstein 
of an interest in Taylorcraft Aviation Corp. 
to enable the said Serge Rubinstein to 
establish a grounds for deferment from 
training or service under the Selective Train
ing and Service Act of 1940, including any 
documents, papers, memoranda, or other 
records showing what efforts were made to 
secure an indictment against the said Buck
ley for conspiracy to violate the Selective 
Training and Service Act of 1940; 

(10) any investigations made with a view 
to determine whet her the said Serge Rubin
stein was liable to indictment and prosecu
tion for fraud under the Federal income-tax 
laws; 

(11) any inv.estigations made with respect 
to the truth of representations of the said 
Serge Rubinstein which resulted in the many 
changes in his classification under the Selec-

. tive Training and Service Act; 
(12) any investigations made with respect 

to the act ivities of one H. Ralph Burton, 
former counsel to the House Committee on 
Military Affairs, or with respect to the ac
tivities of any other member of the staff of 
such committee, in connection with the 

classification of the said Serge Rubinstein 
under the Selective Training and Service Act 
of 1940; 

(13) any investigations made with respect 
to alleged expenditures of moneys or other 
things of value by the ·said Serge Rubinstein 
in Washington, D. C., and elsewhere, for the 
purchase of influence; 

(14) any investigations made in connection 
with the indictment and prosecution of the 
said Serge Rubinstein for violation of the 
Selective Training and Service Act of 1940; 

(15) the delay of 15 months in bringing the 
said Serge Rubinstein to trial on such in
dictment; 

(16) the assignment of Judge James F. T. 
O'Connor to preside at the trial of the said 
Serge Rubinstein on such indictment; 

(17) recommendations, if any, of the 
Department of Justice or any representative 
thereof with respect to sentence of the said 
Serge Rubinstein, and the reasons, if any, for 
making any recommendations in particular; 

(18) the practice and procedure of the 
Department of Justice relating to the admis
sion of visitors and others to interview 
prisoners at the Federal Penitentiary at 
Lewisburg, Pa.; and · 

(19) temporary absences, if any, with the 
permission of prison officials, of prisoners 
from the Lewisburg Penitentiary during the 
period of their confinement. 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the report be 
read. 

The-SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mich
igan? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the report as follows: 
The Committee on the Judiciary, to 

whom was referred the resolution (H. Res. 
255) directing the Attorney General to 
transmit forthwith to the Committee on 
the Judiciary certain documents, records, 
and memoranda relating to one Serge Ru
binstein, having considered the same, re
ports unfavorably thereon without amend
ment and recommends that the resolution 
do not pass. 

GENERAL STATEMENT 

The committee recommends against the 
passage of the resolution because informa
ti6n, as requested in the resolution, has been 
furnished the committee in a letter from . 
the Department of Justice accompanieq by 
a lengthy memorandum, the texts of both 
of which are included in this report for the 
information of the House. It will be ob
served that the memorandum referred to 
is arranged so as to provide specific answers 
to each one of t:Qe inquiries contained in the 
resolution in the order in which they ap
pear in the resolution. Moreover, the At
torney General has tendered any part or all 
of his voluminous file to the Congress for 
inspection at the pleasure of the Congress. 
However, it is believed by the committee that 
the memorandum contains in synopsis form 
all of the information which could other
wise be obtained by the Congress from an 
exhaustive examination of the file itself. 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, I 
think the answer of the Department of 
Justice is complete and furnishes the 
evidence asked for. 

The Judiciary Committee has no 
knowledge as to· just what is intended or 
sought by the gentleman from New 
York. Under the rules he is entitled to 
this information and we have secured it 
for him. The gentleman has asked for 
20 minutes of the hour allotted and I 
therefore yield to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. BucK] 20 minutes. 

SERGE RUBINSTEIN-<::ONVICT AND DRAF"l' DODGER 

Mr. BUCK. Mr. Speaker, the resolu
tions to which the distinguished chair
man of the Judiciary Committee has just 
referred were introduced by me on June 
24. 

Prior thereto, on June 3, I had ad
dressed a letter to the Attorney General 
asking questions as to the topics em
braced in the resolutions. Sunday I re
ceived from Douglas W. McGregor, the 
assistant to the Attorney General, a 10-
page reply to my June 3 letter. Time 
has not permitted me to compare this 
McGregor reply with the answer which 
the Attorney General made to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. Since the ques
tions were similar, however, I assume 
that the answers are similar. 

I feel that I am speaking for 10,000,000 
veterans and for scores of - millions of 
other decent American citizens when I 
say that the case of Convict Serge Rubin
stein is one of the most shocking in the 
entire history of our country. I daresay 
there is no Member of this House who 
has not been appealed to by the family of 
some GI from his home district who, 
after having fought through the hell of 
battle, and probably as a result thereof, 
went a. w. o. 1., was charged with deser
tion, sentenced to prison for 5 years or 
longer, then was afflicted with a · dis-

. honorable discharge to blight the re
mainder of his life. This GI lacked 
highly placed friends and highly paid 
lawyers to smooth away his difficulties. 
Not so Serge Rubinstein. Serge Rubin
·stein dodged both service and battle. 
He got off with a 2%-Year prison sen
tence from which good behavior will free 
him in nine short months. 

From your distric.t, Mr. Speaker, from 
my district and from the districts of 
every Member of this House, there were 
scores of boys who willingly answered the 
call of their country, suffered for their 
country, and never returned to their 
country. They lie buried overseas. But 
not Serge Rubinstein. His pampered 
body was not for battle. While Ameri
can boys suffered and died Serge Rubin
stein was mulcting millions of dollars 
from American investors. He utilized 
these ill-gotten gains to hire highly 
placed and high-priced lawyers to ex
empt him from battle by befuddling, de
laying, and defeating the draft law. 
Then, with the war ended and no more 
danger to his sleek person, he is currentlY 
content with 9 months' incarceration
clean, healthy, and well-fed-in a tax
supported Federal penitentiary. 

It is true that Serge Rubinstein was 
given an additional penalty, $50,000. 
That is small change to Rubinstein. He 
knows that his millions will be awaiting 
him when he steps through the peniten
tiary doors a few months hence. The 
war was good to him. It was not so good 
to GI Joe, whose pitiful pieces rot on 
Iwo Jima. 

What persons, what bureaus, what de
partments are culpable in Rubinstein's 
preferential treatment? 

Let us examine this fantastic case of 
Rubinstein in somewhat greater detail. 

By his own sworn statement, made in 
the presence of his mother, he is a Rus
sian-born bastard. His youth and young 
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manhood were spent in various parts of 
Europe, inclusive of education in Cam
bridge University, England. It was in 
France, however, that he commenced the 
financial manipulations which invari
ably brought two results-enrichment 
for R_ubinstein and lawsuits by those who 
lost money at his hands. Serge Rubin
stein learned how to handle lawsuits. 
They never appear to have damaged him 
seriously. 

Rubinstein's first entry into the United 
States was on a passport issued by the 
French Government. He W8.S en route 
to Japan as an owner or official of a 
British corporation with Japanese min
ing interests. Within some 4 months 
after one of his entries into the United 
States on this French passport, he sud
denly, in March 1936, appeared at our 
border with the Portuguese passport he 
had acquired in Shanghai. This change 
fn citizenship apparently caused Rubin
stein no delay or embarrassment in en
tering the United States. He was skillful 
at perfecting arrangements. Then, on 
April 2, 1938, on his Portuguese passport, 
and despite his questionable background, 
he was admitted to the United States as 
an immigrant for permanent residence 
under the Russian quota. 

It was not until February 7, 1941-
nearly 3 years later-that the Depart
ment of State got around to inquiring 
of the Portuguese Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs as to the validity of Rubinstein's 
Pertuguese citizenship. The Portuguese 
Ministry, in its reply of July 10, 1941, 
cited documents whi.ch, as per the cur- · 
rent statement of the Attorney General, 
''were considered spurious by the Ameri
can authorities." But it was not until 
April 3, 1943-a year and three-quarters 
later-that a deportation warrant was 
served. Meanwhile, the war had begun 
and Rubinstein, as per custom, was 
cleaning up in the New York Stock Ex
change. Apparently he was immune 
from the regulations of SEC. In May 
1941, the Portuguese consul in New York 
City not only certified to the validity 
of Rubinstein's Portuguese passport used 
by him in entering this country in March 
1936, but even went further and stated 
that Rubinstein possessed a valid Por
tuguese passport in 1935 at the very time 
when he was using a French passport 
for his entry to this country. Rubinstein 
stayed on. In October 1943, the Board 
of Immigration Appeals ruled that 
charges in the warrant of arrest had 
not been sustained. It is significant to 
note that it was not until April 1947, 
that the State Department forwarded to 
the Justice Department a communica
tion from the Portuguese Minister of 
Foreign Affairs to the effect that Rubin
stein's Portuguese passport was invalid. 
Seven years had elapsed since the De
partment of Justice had requested the 
Department of State to obtain this in
formation. It was only received during 
the month in which Rubinstein was sen
tenced in the United States Court for the 
Southern District of New York for vio
lation of the Selective Training and 
Serv.ice Act of 1940. 

Selective service caused Rubinstein 
some anXious moments, but not too anx
ious. I am told that his draft classifi- . 

cation was changed no fewer than 15 
times. At one time, a counsel in the 
employ of the House Committee on Mili
tary Affairs wrote a letter to General 
Hershey requesting that Rubinstein's 
I-A classification be appealed to the 
President. General Hershey refused to 
make the appeal, but the Attorney Gen
eral has given me no information as to 
the circumstances under which this em
ployee of the Committee on Military Af
fairs was so considerate of Mr. Rubin- · 
stein's skin. 

Rubinstein's stock-market killings in 
the interim finally awakened the SEC. 
The United States attorney, however, 
found no grounds for prosecution. 

Flnally, on January 30, 1946, Rubin
stein was indicted for evading the draft. 
The war was over. The crime cited in 
the indictment was committed in 1943. 

Mr. Speaker, a train of circumstances 
such as I have recited does not just hap
pen. I asked the Attorney General if 
rumors of purchase of influence, bribery 
or attempted bribery had been investi
gated. The Attorney General advises 
me, and I quote: 

As yet they have not been susceptible of 
proof and I would not wish to discuss them 
further at this stage. • • • Cert ain of 
these matters are receiving the continued 
attention of the Department. 

Continued how long, I ask-for an-
. other 7 years? Mr. Speaker, the vet

erans of World War II want the facts
all of the facts-with regard to ·Serge 
Rubinstein. I am today introducing a 
resolution calling for a speCial congres
sional investigation. 

Mr. JENNINGS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BUCK. I yield to the gentleman 
from Tennessee. 

Mr. JENNINGS. The gentleman has 
rendered a fine service to the people of 
this country. I am just wondering if 
there is machinery, if there are laws, if 
there are officials who will take active, 
efficient, and determined steps to get that 
gentleman out of this country. If he 
smells like the penitentiary from now on, 
it would be a sweet-smelling rose com
pared to what his record is in this coun
try. 

Mr. BUCK. For the benefit of the 
gentleman I would say that I have been 
informed by the Attorney General that 
immediately upon his release from prison 
means will be taken to deport him. How 
successful those means will be, I do not 
know. 

Mr. JENNINGS. In that connection, 
as far as I know, we just cannot get him 
out. 

Mr. BUCK. Apparently not. 
Mr. JENNINGS. We tried Harry 

Bridges from every angle of the compass 
and he is now a perpetual cancer on the 
body politic. 

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BUCK. I yield to· the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WALTER. May I call the gentle
man's attention to the fact that the al
leged violation of the Securities and Ex
change Act was submitted to a grand 
jury. As the gentleman:said, the. Unite& 
States. -attomey did not act .. OL course. 

he could not act and did not act, because 
the Federal grand jury failed to indict 
Rubinstein. 

Mr. BUCK. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

5 minutes to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. WALTER.] 

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, because 
of the seriousness of the charges made 
by the gentleman from ·New York and 
also the accusations made by a certain 
broadcaster, at the request of the chair
man of the Committee on the Judiciary, 
on my way to my district last week I 
stopped off at the Federal penitentiary 
at Lewisburg in order to ascertain 
whether·or not Rubinstein was being ac
corded any special treatment; if he had 
a private apartment; whether or not his 
meals were being sent in from the out
side, as was charged; and whether or not 
he was receiving an unlimited number of 
visitors. 

My visit to the penitentiary was unan
nounced. When I got there I asked the 
warden to see Rubinstein and he said 
that he would send for him. Whereupon 
I said, "No, I want you to take me to him 
immediately." So I went through the 
penitentiary to the ''apartment," if you 
please, which Mr. Rubinstein occupies. 
I found that he was quartered in a cell 
block with 40 other prisoners and that, 
despite the fact that he is a graduate of 
Cambridge, a very intelligent and suc
cessful businessman, he was performing 
the most menial job in the penitentiary. 
For you men who served in the Navy I 
need but say that he was "captain of the 
head," and you would recognize imme
diately what his duties were. I then went 
to the place where all visitors at the peni
tentiary are required to register. 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALTER. I yield. 
Mr. MICHENER. I served in the Army 

and never was in the Navy. I wond€r if 
the gentleman could explain the duties of 
the "captain of the head." 

Mr. WALTER. Never having occupied 
that high position myself, but, however, 
having assigned men to those duties, I 
speak with some degree of authority 
when I say he is the gentleman who 
keeps the gentlemen's room clean. 

Incidentally, this prisoner's immediate 
superior was a hard-boiled, old Regular 
Army sergeant. If you can imagine the 
kind of treatment a draft dodger was re
ceiving at the hands of his boss, then 
perhaps you know the kind of preferen
tial treatment that was being accorded 
him. 

An examination of the official records 
at the gate dis_closed that Rubinstein has 
had three visits since he has been in the 
penitentiary, and each prisoner is al
lowed an hour visit a month. Two of the 
visits were from his mother and the third 
one from his wife and daughter. Each 
visit being of a half hour''s duration. 

After I had seen enough to understand 
that perhaps the sensational charges that . 
were being made were being made for an 
ulterior purpose-certainly they were 
made out of whole cloth-! asked per
mission to talk with the. prisoner. 
. I hold no brief for this prisoner. But 
he tells . me the most -amazing story I 
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have ever heard. Judge JENNINGS, when 
you said thai; he would be a cancer on 
the body politic permanently, you are 
dead wrong, because part of the sentence 
imposed carried with it his deportation 
because under the law, within 30 days, 
I believe it is, after a sentence for a 
felony is imposed, the court may within 
its discretion suspend the order of de
portation. But at the insistence of the 
Attorney General the order of deporta
tion was not suspended. The record dis
closes that the Department of Justice 
not only vigorously prosecuted the case 
against Rubinstein but insisted on an 
unprecedented amount of bail when the 
indictment was fo'ijnd. After Rubinstein 
was convicted the Department of Justice 
insisted that the judge impose a sentence 
of 5 years and to pay a fine of $50,000. 
I am reliably informed that the sentence 
imposed on Rubinstein was one of the 
most severe imposed on anyone convicted 
of draft evasion. 

Furthermore, this man was denied bail 
on appeal. He has appealed his con
viction, but the court refused to fix bail, 
at the insistence· of the Attorney Gen
eral of the United States. I think it is 
important that the Congress have before 
it these facts in deciding whether or not 
Serge Rubinstein has been accorded any 
special consideration. 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, of 
course, the committee has no informa
tion other than what has been _stated 
in the report of the Attorney General. 
The resolution which the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. BucK] will propose, un
der the rules, will be referred to the 
proper committee. I can speak, I think, 
for any committee in the House when I 
say that that committee will give proper 
consideration to any resolution referred 
to it. 

I was pleased with the report from the 
Attorney General, because it seemed to 
be responsive to the inquiry. In addi
tion to the report, the Attorney General 
personally called the Judiciary Commit
tee and said he had furnished, from the 
vast amount of material in the Depart
ment, thQ pertinent information answer
ing the questions, but that he would be 
pleased, indeed, to confer with any Mem
ber of Congress at any time with refer
ence to the ma.tter, and to furnish any 
additional evidence. The same happened 
with reference to the State Department 
inquiry, except that the State Depart
ment sent a representative to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary offering to be of 
any assistance and offering to provide 
any information available in the Depart
ment. In short, the Department of State 
and the Department of Justice were anx
ious to cooperate. 

Mr. Speaker, I move that the resolu
tion be laid on the table. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the motion of the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. MICHENER]. 

The motion was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 
TERRITORY OF THE PACIFIC ISLANDS 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Speaker, by direc
tion of the Committee on Foreign Af
fairs, I ask unanimous consent for the 

immediate consideration of House Joint 
Resolution 233. 

The Clerk read the resolution as fol-
lows: -

Whereas the United States submitted to 
the Security Council of the United Nations 
for its approval in accordance with article 83 
of the Charter of the United Nations a pro
posed trusteeship agreement for the Pacific 
islands formerly mandated to Japan under 
which the United States would be prepared 
to administer those islands under trustee
ship in accordance with the Charter of the 
United Nations; and 

Whereas the Security Council on April 2, 
1947, approved unanimously the trusteeship 
agreement with amendments acceptable to 
the United States; and 

Whereas the said agreement, having been 
apRroved by the Security Council, will come 
into force upon approval by the Government 
of the United States after due constitutional 
process: Therefore be it 

Resolved, etc., That the President is here·
by authorized to approve, on behalf of the 
United States, the trusteeship agreement be
tween the Unit€d States of America anJCl the 
Security Council of the United Nations for 
the former Japanese mandated islands (to 
be known as the Territory of the Pacific 
Islands) which was approved by the Security 
Council at the seat of the United Nations, 
Lake Success, Nassau County, New York, on 
April 2, 1947. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 

. Pennsylvania [Mr. FULTON]? 
There .was no objection. 
Mr. FULTON. Mr. Speaker, as a serv

iceman from World War II who served 
in the Navy in the Pacific, it is a pleasure 
to outline from first-hand information 
some of the facts and circumstances sur
rounding the Japanese mandated islands 
and the proposed trusteeship agreement 
under the United Nations Charter. 

The islands concerned in the agree
ment are the Marshalls, the Carolines, 
and the Marianas. The Marshalls are 
best remembered for our great task force 
action when we took Kwajalein and Eni
.wetok. The Japanese Marianas were 
taken later when we took Saipan and 
Tinian and retook Guam. These islands 
were the base for the great bombing 
raids on Japan. The Carolines, lying 
farther south, included the Truk atoll, 
which, in the early part of the war, was 
the greatest Japanese fleet base away 
from Japan. 

As former Senator Warren B. Austin, 
the American representative with the 
United Nations, stated in his presenta
tion to the Security Council on February 
26: 

The tremendous strategic value of the 
mandated islands to Japan is evident, how
ever, in the way these islands were used in 
carrying out its basic plan of aggression. Be
fore Japan entered the war on December 7, 
1941, she had established fortified positions, 
naval bases, and air bases in the islands of 
the Japanese mandates. As a whole; the 
islands formed a deep, well-defended barrier 
between the United States and Guam, the 
Philippines, and its British and Dutch all1es 
1n the Far East. 

The Japanese hold on -these islands 
forced us to circuitous routes, with a very 
long arid costly turn-around for ships, 
in order to support the defense of Aus
tralia, and to maintain the resistance of 
China. 

The total population of the islands is 
only 48,000, and this is scattered among 
the 98 islands and atolls over 2,600 miles 
of ocean. The entire area is economi- · 
cally poor. The population lives in back
ward conditions, producing for export 
only a small quantity of sugar, dried 
coconut, phosphate rock, and dried fish. 
The very thin distribution of the popula
tion of the whole area would make inde
pendent self-government impracticable: 

Two of the island groups, the Mari
anas and the Carolines, were under 
Spanish sovereignty for a long time, 
until the end of the last century. Guam, 
in the Marshalls, was ceded to the United 
States after the Spanish:American War. 
In 1899 Spain sold the rest of the islands 
in the two groups to Germany. Ger
many had taken possession of the 
Marshall Islands for herself in 1885. 
Japan invaded these islands, which had 
no German garrisons, during World War 
I. The only ex.ception was Nauru, which 
was occupied by Australia. After World 
War I the German rights were ceded by 
Germany to the Allied and Associated 
Powers and eventually were transferred 
as a mandate under the League of Na
tions to Japanese control. Japanese 
withdrawal from the League in 1933 
raised the question of her status as a 
mandate power, but Japan maintained 
her mandate until World War II. The 
actual title to the territories was never 
vested in J'apan, however, and this was 
accepted in principle by Japan itself. 
The Cairo Conference of November 1943, 
stated as one of the war aims of the 
United Nations the elimination of Japa
nese control over all the islands seized 
by Japan after 1914, and over all ter
ritories invaded by Japan more recently. 

The disposition of such territory after 
the Second World War provided for in 
chapters 12 and 13 of the United Nations 
Charter. Specific provisions are made 
for the transfer of former mandates to 
the new trusteeship system, for the 
designation of strategic areas in man
dated territory, for the protection of the 
rights of the native populations, and for 
the obligations of administering au
thorities for international peace and 
security in accordance with the prin
ciples of the Charter. 

The decision of the United States to 
apply for a trusteeship over these ter
ritories was arrived at after lengthy dis
cussions between the Departments of 
State, War, and Navy. The draft of a 
trusteeship agreement was submitted to 
all members of the Security Council and 
to other insterested states for their in
formation in advance of its submission 
to the United Nations. Mr. Austin, the 
American representative, presented the 
draft agreement formally to the Secu
rity Council on the 26th of February last. 

The Security Council considered the 
draft agreement at five sessions extend
jng over a period of more than a month 
during March and April. It was finally 
approved unanimously on April 2 with 
three minor amendments. Mr. Austin 
had voted for these three amendments 
on behalf of the United States, and had 
refrained from voting against all other 
amendm~nts not acceptable to the 
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United States in order to avoid using the 
veto power. None of the amendments on 
which he refrained from voting were 
passed. 

The agreement itself, which is printed 
in House Document No. 378, provides· for 
the welfare of the native population, for 
the security interests of the United 
States, and for the obligations of the 
United S t ates as administering authority 
under the principles of the Charter. The 
provisions of the agreement concerned 
with the welfare of the inhabitants were 
also discussed by Mr. Austin in his state
ment: 

Articles 6 and 7 of the draft trusteeship 
-agreement submitted to the Security Council 
contain strong provisions relating to the p0-
11tical, economic, social, and educational ad
vancement of the inhabitants of this terri
tory and to guaranties of their basic human 
rights: These are the fundamental objec
tives of the truste"eship system, aside from 
the strengtheni~g of international peace and 
security. The United States is glad to invite 
the members of the Security Council to make 
a searching examination of the provisions 
contained in these articles, not only in rela
tior. to the requirements of the Charter but in 
relation to the comparable provisions of the 
trusteeship agreements approved by the Gen
eral Assembly last December. The United 
States believes these articles, taken together 
with other provisions of the draft agreement, 
provide a maximum degree of pr.o-tection for 
the welfare and advancement of the inhabit
ants of these islands. 

The agreement also permits the United 
States to declare any part of the area 
closed, in which case such part of the 
area shall not be subject to inspection 
by the United Nations. It also permits 
the United States to fortify any part 
of the area and to establish naval or 
other bases. The agreement cannot be 
terminated or modified without the con
sent of the administering authority, the 
United States. The agreement is to go 
into effect when ratified by the Security 
Council and by the United States. 

The decision to approve the agree
ment by joint resolution, rather than by 
the consent of the Senate, was made, as 
indicated in the President's letter to Con
gress, on the ground that the future ad
ministration of the territory will be the 
concern of both Houses. 

The approval of the agreement at this 
time will permit the introduction of nor
mal civilian administration in the islands, 
and will establish United States control 
on a regular basis in advance of any 
treaty of peace with Japan. · The naval 
administration of the islands must con
tinue until the trusteeship is regularized. 

Mr. MANSFIELD of Montana. Mr. 
Speaker, I am wholeheartedly in accord 
with House Joint Resolution 233 and I 
want to compliment my colleague, the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. FuL
TON] for the statesmanship shown in in
troducing this legislation and his ability 
in presenting the case for it. 

My views on the ex-Japanese mandates 
are well known and I am happy to join 
with the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
in urging that the House consider this 
important resolution and give to it im
mediate . approval. 

The national security of the United 
States is protected by this measure which, 
when passed by the Senate and signed 

by the President, will give us the kind mainly as air bases, our planes were able 
of a title to the new Territory of the to keep the other islands in the Palaus 
Pacific that we should have and which constantly harassed and subdued. These is-

lands capitulated after VJ-day. 
we have earned. Palau has great military and commercial 

Mr. Speaker, I insert with my re- importance and has been for years the can-
marks excerpts from a report I made ter of Japanese political control of all her 
to the House on February 3, 1947, and Pacific mandated islands. In this island 
which deal with the Japanese mandates group the Japanese operated a major mili
and their administration: tary base, a fleet anchorage and supply base, 

an airfield, and seaplane bases-near Koror. 
On December 10 I arrived at Peleliu in the Palau's locat ion gives it considerable stra-

Palaus and immediately went by seaplane tegic importance. One thousand miles west 
to the island of Anguar to look into the dis- of Truk and only 530 miles from Davao in the 
position of the phosphate deposits there. sout hern Philippines, it commands the sea 
We have a million tons of this valuable com- and air rout es from China and J apan to New 
modity in Anguar and a contract has been Guinea and the western Dutch East Indies. 
let to an American concern-the Pomeroy For this reason it was an important trans
Co.-to get it out. It is being sent to Japan, shipment point for movements <,>f enemy 
in Japanese ships, to help rehabilitate the ships, troops, planes, •and supplies to the 
soil there and thus to make that country be- southwest Pacific theater of operations. 
come more self-supporting. The natives are From the Palaus I went to the Truk group 
being paid 55 cents a day, and Japanese sent in the eastern Carolines. Our military gov
from Japan $3.50 a day. The American work- ernment headquarters are located on Moen 
ers are paid at prevailing stateside wages. Island. This island-and all the others in 
The phosphate is to be mined at the rate of this group-are beautiful. Moen has such 
300,000 tons. a year. things as waterfalls, dense vegetation, and a 

The phosphate at Anguar is extremely rich · ' heavy precipitation. I also visited the is
and valuable for medicinal purposes as well · lands of Homulum, Udot, Dublon, and Uman. 
as for use as fertilizer. This phosphate could The people here are light brown in appear
be used in Hawaii, where it is needed badly, ance, very docile, and easy to handle. We 

·or by nations like the Philippines and China were entertained on all the islands by sing
allied with us in the war. There are approxi- ing and dancing. There are about 10,000 in
mately 200 American civil employees here habitants in the Truk group compared to 

· and the contract is on a cost-plus-fixed-fee 5,900 in the Palaus. Both the Trukese and 
basis, which .could bear looking into. Fur- the Palauans impressed me as a happy but 
thermore, according to the Great Falls bewildered ·people. They do not look upon 
(Mont.) Tribune of December 19, 500,000 us with enthusiasm, but only as the succes
tons of Montana-Idaho phosphate have also -sors to the Spaniards, Germans, and Japa
been scheduled to go -to Japan and Korea . nese-all of whom have ruled over them in 
immediately. the last 50 years .. 

Fro111 Anguar I went tp Kol'or, whic~ ~sed The diseases of greatest prevalence in both 
· to be the seat of the · Japanese South Seas · g;roups are tuberculosis and intestinal para

government and which directly ruled all the sites. Due to the use of penicillin, yaws
mandated islands. There was much :perma- which used to be quite prevalent-have been 
nent building done here, and all indications cleared up; there is no indication of syphilis 

- pointed to the Japanese being there to stay. .and very little gonorrhea. Sanitary habits 
In the back of the governor's mansion there are being introduced by the Navy and outdoor 
was a grass inlaid map of the Palaus, which toilets are much in use. 
was remarkable for its intricate detail. The Neither the Palauans or the Trukese care 
Japanese had 35,000 troops on Koror, but we to work too much as they have all the neces
never did attempt to take the island. sities of life, except tobacco, and in this re-

From Koror I went by boat to Babelthuap, spect they are rationed at the rate of four 
the largest island in the group, and visited cartons a month. The standard rate of pay 
some native villages and schools. In the in both groups is 40 cents a day. 
Palaus the children are being taught Eng- Truk was not the Japanese "Pearl Harbor" 
lish, which they have to learn from Japa- which the American public had been led to 
nese characters. They seem to be learning believe. The Japanese had a battery of eight 
our language fairly rapidly. 8-inch guns on Moen and a system of caves 

We have a lot of surplus equipment in the on all . the islands similar to those in use in 
Palaus which we might as well forget be- Japan. Dublon Island was their headquar
cause it is either useless or will be soon. ters and from there the movements of their 
Many of our Pacific-island holdings are now Fourth Fleet and Thirty-first Army Division 
Quonset-hut affairs. The U. S. Commercial were directed. Fortifications were of a very 
Company, a subsidiary of the RFC, has a weak character and kind. There was no sign 
monopoly on trading with the natives in our of permanency here as was indicated at Koror 
newly acquired possessions. This organiza- in the Palaus. Truk lagoon is large enough 
tion encourages the native handicrafts and to take care of the entire United States Fleet, 
buys what the natives produce and then but to make it practicable a great deal of 
sends it to the United States for sale. Much blasting and dredging would be necessary. 
that the natives produce is crude, but, with From Truk I ·proceeded to Kwajalein in 
a market, their handicraft can be improved the Marshalls, where a good job is being done 
and their subsistence, in part at least, can be 
taken care of. in administering the islands and their peo-

t ple. Here-as elsewhere in the mandates-
The Japanese built up strong defenses, no there is a lack of personnel and of shipping. 

as complete as those at Truk, but more pow-
erful than those normally built at an out- However, the situation in these respects is 

better in the Marshalls than elsewhere be
lying base. The Palauan fortifications suf- . cause of our earlier . occupation. Soil con
fered the first attack when the Eighty-first 
Army Infantry Division stormed the shores servation and revegetation programs are in 
of Anguar about a week previous to the as- effect, medical services are good and more 
sault on Peleliu by the First Marine Divi- than one-half of all able-bodled Marshallese 
sian (reinforced) on September 15, 1944. are working for the military government or 
The Army supported the Peleliu invasion with the usee. The ·natives are a likable and co
artillery fire from Anguar during the ,early operative people who, in time, can again be
stages of the attack, and 2 weeks later the come self-supporting. 
Army joined the marines on Peleliu to aid in A special word should be said about the 
the fight. By November 1944 Peleliu was natives removed from Bikini for the atom 
secured. . bomb tests. They are located on the island 

No attempt was made to invade the major of Rongerik, number about 170, and 60 per
islands north of Peleliu, but, with the- two cent of them are wemen. They are very un
bases, Peleliu and Anguar, being operated happy in their new location and desire ·to 
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return to Bikini. Because of the lnfertUity 
of Rongerik they will very likely have to be 
moved again to a more fertile island or, as 
an alternative, we must be prepared to sub
sidize them indefinitely. 

Insofar as my own personal views on the 
mandates are concerned, I covered them In 
a speech on the floor of the House on April 
18, 1945. I would prefer to have the United 
States assume complete and undisputed con
trol of the mandates. We need these islands 
for our future defense, and they should be 
fortified wherever we deem it necessary. We 
have no concealed motives because we want 
these islands for one purpose only and that 
1s national security. Economically they will 
be a llabllity, socialfy they will present prob
lems, and politically we will have to work out 
a policy of administration. No other nation 
has any kind of a claim to the mandates. 
No other nation has paid the price we have. 
These views of mine are not new nor are 
they the results only of my recent investiga
tive trip to the Pacific. Rather, my stand 
has been accentuated by what I have seen 
and I am more firmly convinced than ever of 
our great need for control of the mandates. 

If, however, it does become necessary to 
create a trusteeship for these islands, I wourd 
favor the proposals made by our State De
partment and President Truman which 
would place the mandates under the United 
Nations with the consideration that they 
should be cataloged as a strategic area out
side the control of the Trusteeship Council. 
On this basis, supervision would be exercised 
by the Security Council which has jurisdic
tion over such strategic areas in the interests 
of collective security. But, and this is im
portant, the United States has a veto over 
the Security Council should it ever want to 
assert effective control. 

If the Security Council biocked acceptance 
of America's terms for taking over the man
dates as a strat~gic area, the islands then 
would remain under our control. It is worth 
remembering also, that until a treaty of 
peace is signed with Japan we have no legal 
title to the mandates. 

The question of government is bound to 
be an important consideration. For a long 
time I have studied the possibility of civil 
government for the mandates, but, desirable 
though that would ·be, ·I have come to the 
conclusion that the only way they could be 
governed for the present would be by the 
Navy on the same basis as Guam and Samoa 
are administered. Personally, I would rather 
have a civil administration over the man
dates, but, 1n view of practical and realistic 
considerations, I am forced to the conclusion 
that the Navy would be the best administra
tor. It would have the best and only means 
of maintaining liaison between the various 
islands and it would have the only trained 
personnel to carry out the job of administra
tion. Stanford University, which has the 
task of trainlBg military government men 
for administration of the islands, has done 
an outstanding job in this respect, and both 
it and the Navy are to be complimented for 
the initiative shown and the progress al
ready made. I should suggest, though, that 
the Navy give to its military government 
personnel a special status apart from its reg
ular seagoing personnel so that they could 
be given the recognition they deserve and so 
that they could deevlop the esprit d'corps 
necessary to carry out the functions assigned 
to them. This, I think, would do away with 
the dissatisfaction I noted on my trip and 
give to these specialists the status they are 
entitled to. 

I should like to repeat, in conclusion, that 
my own personal opinion is that civil ad
ministration would be best for the mandates. 
This, however, is impractical at this time, 
due to the circumstances mentioned. It 1.s 
necessary, though, that the eventual change 
over to civilian control be given ~ thorough 

study by the Navy Department so that rec
ommendations can be made at the appropri
ate time to achieve this goal. 

The resolution was ordered to be en
grossed and read a third time, was read 
the third time, and passed, and a motion 
to reconsider was laid on the table. 
FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 

A further message from the Senate, 
by Mr. Carrell, its clerk, announced that 
the Senate agrees to the report of the 
committee of conference on the disagree
ing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill 
<H. R. 3647) entitled "An act to extend 
certain powers of the President under 
title III of the Second War Powers Act." 

AMENDMENT OF NATURAL GAS ACT 

Mr. RIZLEY. Mr. Speaker, by direc
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call up 
the resolution <H. Res. 278) . , 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

Resolved, That Immediately upon the 
adoption ,of this resolution it shall be in or
der to move that the House resolve itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 4061) to amend the Natural 
Gas Act approved June 21, 1938, as amended. 
That after general debate, which shall be 
confined to the bill and continue not to ex
ceed 1 hour, to be equally divided and con
trolled by the chairman and ranking minority 
member of the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce, the bill shall be read for 
amendment under the 5-minute rule. At 
the conclusion of the consideration of the 
bill for amendment, the Committee shall rise 
and report the bill to the House with such 
amendments as may have been adopted and 
the previous question shall be considered as 
ordered on the bill and amendments thereto 
to final passage without intervening motion 
except one motion to recommit. 

Mr. RIZLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. SABATHl and yield myself 5 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Oklahoma is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. RIZLEY. Mr. Speaker, this rule 
makes in order the bill <H. R. 4051) 
amending the Natural Gas Act of 1938 as 
amended. 

The Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
Committee of the House voted unani
mously to recommend passage ·of H. R. 
4051 which was offered for the purpose 
indicated in its title. This is a bill I 
introduced as a substitute for H. R. 2185. 
I may say in passing that the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. CARSON] and the gentle
man from Tennessee [Mr. DAVIS] intro
duced identical bills with H. R. 2185. All 
of these bills were the basis of extensive 
hearings conducted by the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. The 
original bill I introduced was introduced 
early in April. Following that for sev
eral days the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce conducted hear
ings under my bill at which time they 
considered the bills introduced by the 
gentleman from Tennessee and the gen
tleman from Ohio. 

The Natural Gas Act was passed in 
1938. The purpose of that act was to 
provide authority for the regulating of 
the interstate phase of the transmission 
and sale of natural gas. The adminis-

tration of that act was delegated to the 
Federal Power Commission. It has be
come necessary at other times to correct 
by legislation the course of an adminis
trative agency which has misapplied 
through interpretation of regulations the 
authority vested in it by statute; and it 
is because of what we contend-and I 
think there is no serious dispute-has 
happened in the administration of the 
act that makes this legislation necessary. 

The hearings held by the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
were exhaustive. It is a fair statement, 
I believe, to say that these hearings re
vealed fully the encroachment by the 
Federal Power Commission upon: First, 
the State authority over the production 
and gathering of natural gas in tpe field 
end of the natural-gas business; and, 
second, the State and municipal au
thority over sales and distributions on 
the consuming end. 

The hearings revealed that the regu- · 
latory power of the Commission as· ad
ministered has created confusion and 
actual interference with the industry. 
The uncertainty extends even to the 
production of petroleum, as a great per
centage of our natural gas, as many 
know, is produced from wells which also 
produce oil. The provisions of H. R. 
4051 if enacted into law will accomplish 
the following purposes: 

<a> Prevent the Commission from ex
ercising jurisdiction over production and 
gathering of natural gas and functions 
and facilities related thereto. That is 
the very thing that was intended in the 
1938 act. It was spelled out in that act 
or at least everyone thought it was 
spelled out to the extent that no at
tempt would be made by. an administra
tive body to attempt to exercise juris
diction over production and gathering, 
but the contrary has resulted. 

(b) To define clearly and unmistak
ably the terms used in f;he Natural Gas 
Act. 

<c) Permit the voluntary operation of 
interstate -natural gas pipe lines for hire 
as common carriers; and I might say 
that that is a new phase of the law. 
The original 1938 act had no provision 
for making common carriers out of any 
natural gas lines. This provision was 
not in ths bill as I originally introduced 
the bill, but after hearings before the 
committee and before the bill was finally 
approved by the Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce Committee, this amendment 
was inserted, I will say, by the members 
of the Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
Committee, and this amendment was 
adopted and put in the bill before I in
troduced the present bill as a clean bill 
and is in the bill H. R. 4051. 

Mr. P~IEST. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RIZLEY. I yield to the gentle
man from Tennessee. 

Mr. PRIEST. Would the gentleman 
have any serious objection to the elimi
nation of that provision from the bill? 

Mr. RIZLEY. Let me say to my dis
tinguished friend from Tennessee that 
he puts me in a rather awkward position. 

Mr. PRIEST. I did not so intend. 
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Mr. RIZLEY. The amendment was 

not included in the original bill I intro
duced. After hearings before your com
mittee and in view of many questions 
that were directed to various and sundry 
witnesses by members of your commit ... 
tee, it is my understanding that the com
mittee in its wisdom thought that pro
vision or a similar provision should be 
put in the bill. I would hesitate to con
sent to strike out a provision or section 
of the bill put in the bill by the gentle
man's fine committee. I am very· grate
ful for the very fine attention that your 
committee gave me and for the very ex
cellent manner in which it conducted the 
hearings. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
tleman from Oklahoma has expired. 

Mr. RIZLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 10 additional minutes. I con
tinue with the provisions of the bill: 

(d) Require the FPC, in rate-making 
determinations, to allow as an operating 
expense the prevailing market price of 
natural gas except where election is 
made to include investment in and co·st 
of producing and gathering facilities in 
the rate base. 

I think I ought to say something about 
that provision. It amends the language 
that is now in th~ act with reference to 
the yardstick that shall be used by the 
Federal Power Commission in fixing 
rates for the gas companies. 

THE COMMISSION'S RATE-MAKING PRACTICE 

The · Commission's present practice is 
to consider all properties of a natural
gas company as being subject to its rate
making powers. In fixing wholesale rates 
it-

First. Determines the costs incurred 
in all phases of the business of the com
pany, production and gathering as well 
as transportation. 

Second. Determines the amount paid 
those from whom it purchases gas. 

Third. Determines a 6%-percent re
turn or earning on the depreciated orig
inal cost of all properties of the company, 
including production and gathering prop
erties as well as transportation proper
ties. 

The sum of first, second, and third is 
then divided by the number of cubic feet 
sold in the test year to determine the 
wholesale price to be charged distribut
ing companies at the outlet of the pipe 
line. 

Under this bill the Commission will not 
be interested in determining the cost of 
producing gas. It will-

First. Determine the market value of 
the gas produced by the company from 
its own leases. 

Second. Determine the amount act
ually paid by the company for gas pur
chased from other producers. 

Third. Determine a fair compensation 
for gathering the gas and assembling it 
at the inlet of the transportation line. 

The sum of first, second, and third will 
represent the allowance to be made the 

· company for gas at the inlet of the inter
state transportation system. To that 
suin the Commission will add what it 
finds to be a fair return-now 6% percent 
under the Commission's policy-on the 
investment in transportation facilities. 

In that way the Commission will arrive 
at the amount of money which is to be 
divided by the number of cubic feet sold 
in the test year in order to determine the 
price the company will be permitted to 
charge distributing companies. 

Mr. J.\1ASON. · Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RIZLEY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

Mr. MASON. Is this the clause in the 
bill that our people at home, the city of
ficials, are objecting to because they say 
it will raise the cost of the gas to the 
citizens? 

Mr. RIZLEY. The gentleman is cor
rect. This is the provision in the bill 
that numerous officials of some of the 
cities over the country have written in 
about. Some of them are apprehensive 
that this bill might increase the price of 
gas to the consumer. May I say to the 
gentleman from Illinois, and I think it 
is a fair statement, that these letters be
gan to come in after a terrific bombard
ment was made by the Federal Power 
Commission against all of the provisions 
of this bill. I am not going to say that 
the changing of this yardstict will not 
increase the rates, but if i~ does, it would 
be so nominal that no consumer would be 
hurt, and I doubt seriously whether it 
would increase the rate to the consumer, 
beca1,1se it will make possible so much ad
ditional gas if we get this bill through for 
the communities such as the gentleman 
serves, and I think the price will adjust 
itself without any appreciable in.-:;. ease 
to the consumer. · 

Mr. MASON. Will the gentleman clear 
up the statement that the provisions of 
the bill would in :;til probability make for 
an increased supply of gas which natu
rally would beat the price? 

Mr. RIZLEY. I am glad to C:L. that. 
Unless we get sGme legislation that will 
cure present impediments by FPC to the 
production and gathering of gas, unless 
we get some legislation that will again 
let the industry proctuce, the situation 
will not be remedied. I may say there 
are billions, yes, trillions of cubic feet of 
natural gas going to waste, and popping 
off in the States of Texas, Oklahoma, 
Louisiana, and elsewhere. 

The oil companies who have to pro
duce the gas in order to produce the oil, 
and who will not attempt to do anything 
with the gas, under the rulings that have 
been made by the Federal Power Com
mission hecause they are afraid. that they · 
will be established as a natural-gas com
pany and of course they could not afford 
to operate if their oil companies are 
going to be classified as natural-gas com
panies, consequently that gas is going 
into the air. If we get the provisions of 
this bill through, I am sure that an ac
celerated supply and use of gas will be 
made; that tnere will be so much gas 
and so much competition in the gas busi
ness that the price will be very nominal. 
After all, competition is one of the best 
things to keep prices in line. 

Let me say to the Members of the 
House that statistics show that the price 
of natural gas has iP.creased probably 
less than any other fuel commodity in 
this country in the past few years. Coal 
has gone up tremendously. 

Mr. BECKWORTH. ·Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RIZLEY. I yield to the gentle
man from Texas. 

Mr. BECKWORTH. I think it would 
be of interest if the gentleman would 
explain why the companies fear that 
they will be classed as utilities, and the 
penalty they will have to pay therefor, 
which, to wit, is the 6% percent return. 

Mr. RIZLEY. Well, they could be 
classified as a natural-gas company be
cause the Federal Power Commission has 
a.sserted ju:risdiction over the production 
and gathering to such an extent that 
even though the main business of the 
company is producing oil and the gas is 
merely an incident thereto, nevertheless 
they are fearful they might be held to 
be a natural-gas company, Conse
quently they would come under the rules 
which would allow only 6% percent re
turn on their investment when, as a 
matter of fact, the manufacture of gas 
is only an incident to the production 
of oil. 

Mr. BECKWORTH. In other words, 
a 6%-percent limitation would cause 
them not to want to do those things that 
might possibly classify them as utilities. 

Mr. RIZLEY. Yes; may I say not only 
not want to, but they will not do it, and 
no other sane businessman would do it. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RIZLEY. I yield to the gentle
man from Indiana. 

Mr. SPRINGER. On page 10 of the 
report where reference is made to direct 
sales, some consumers in· my district are 
very much confused over the language 
used in the report. The report, as the 
gentleman knows, will be looked to for 
the purpose of interpreting what this 
law is and what it means. 

One provision states that the pipe line 
does not occupy a utility status with 
reference to direct sales. I would like 
to have the gentleman clarify that mat
ter, if he would, and to make specific in 
the RECORD just exactly what that pro
vision means and whether or not it does 
apply to this act which is now before the 
House and whether or not it does occupy 
a utility status. 

Mr. RIZLEY. Let me say to the gen
tleman that when the committee re
port was prepared under the direction 
of the very able member of the commit
tee, the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. CAR
SON], that not only in the committee 
report did they attempt to explain all of 
the provisions of the act, but, they took 
care of some amendments that had been 
offered by various interested organiza
tions throughout the country, which were 
not accepted, and in this particular in
stance they set out in the report the rea
sons why the amendment offered by one 
of the interested persons was rejected. 

This bill does not change the law one 
iota so far as direct sales by pipe lines 
to industrial consumers are concerned. 
The gentleman from Indiana will note 
the exact language of the report-and I 
quote: 

The bill makes no change in the present 
law as to direct sales by pipe lines to indus
trial consumers, which sales, under the Nat
ural Gas Act, are exempt from Federal Power 
Commission jurisdiction. 
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They are exempt now and they will be 

exempt when this bill is passed. It does 
not change it in this respect. Further 
questions from the report: · 

Your committee "feels that no ehange is 
necessary in the public interest. Your com
mittee has considered the amendment of
fered by the National Association of Railroad 
and Utility Commissioners, proposing to per
mit the various States to exercise judisdic- · 
tion over direct sales, and has concluded 
that the adoption of the amendment would 
not be in the public interest but would .be 
more likely to add to the existing confusion. 

What they mean by that is that it does 
not occupy a utility status so far as giv
ing the Federal Power Commission j~~
diction over their sales now nor will 1t 
when this bill is enacted. The language 
may be a little confusing, but that is all 
that means. 

Mr. SPRINGER. As I understand, 
those direct sales are th~ sales that are 
made to businesses and factories. 

Mr. RIZLEY. That is right. indus
trial .sales along the line. They are the 
sales that are made. 

Mr. SPRINGER. What effect. will that 
have on the small household consumer? 

Mr. RIZLEY. It will have absolutely 
no effect. The Federal Power Commis
sion under its general powers, which we 
are not changing here at all, has ample 
and sufficient power to tontrol that sort 
of situation if it should arise~ but in 
order to make doubly sure and arrest the 
fears of some of those who thought that 
maybe they ought to have an additional 
protection, the committee v.ery wisely 
adopted a new section and put it in the 
bili. It is section 6. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
tleman from Oklahoma has expired. 

Mr. RIZLEY. Mr. Speaker, I Yield 
myself five additional minutes. 

Section 6 reads : 
Section 7, as amended, of said Natural Gas 

Act is amended by adding at the end thereof 
the following subsection: 

"(h) It shall be the duty of every n!ltural 
gas company furnishing natural gas directly 
or itJ.directly to any distributing company 
·for distribl'tion and resale to the public as 
a public utility service to furnish and supply 

·service which is reasonable, having regard to 
the public utility character thereof, and to 
the duty of such distributing company to 
supply reasonable service to its customers. 
The Commission shall have power upon com
plaint or upon its own motion, after notice 
and opportunity for hearing, by order to 
require any natural gas company to perform 
its obligations under this subsection and to 
install and maintain such service instru
mentalities as shall be reasonably necessary 
for that purpose. With respect to . trunk . 
transmission facilities this subsection is sub
ject to the proviso contained in subsection 
(a) of this section." 

In addition to the general powers the 
Commission now has, in addition to this 
section which we put into this bill, before 
any pipe line company makes any deal 
with any distributor, in order to assure 
that there will be an adequate supply of 
gas, before they make a contract with 
the distributing company that contract 
has to be approved by the Federal Power 
Commission. The gas company must be 
able to show and convince the Federal 
Power Commission that they will have 
an ample supply of gas to serve the city 
or the municipality they are going to 

serve before they can get a pennit to 
build a line to that citY. They not only 
have to sign a contra.ct to the effect that 
they wiii furnish an abundant supplY of 
gas but they are required to set out and 
furnish to the Commission a statement 
showing that they have an abundance 
of gas in reserv:e as a guarantee to that 
city. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Then it has to be 
approved by the public utility commis
sions in the several States, does it not? 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. R.IZLEY. I yield. . 
Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Re

cently the natural-gas companies pur
chased the Big and Little Inch pipe lines. 

Mr. RIZLEY. That is correct. 
.Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Can 

the gentleman inform the Members of 
the House to what extent the full ca
pacity of these two pipe lines will be 
used if and when this natural-gas pro
gram is fully developed? 

Mr. RIZLEY. May I say to my dis
tinguished friend from Massachusetts 
that it i-s my understanding that they 
expect to have them in full capacity use 
in order to take care of any potential 
shortages that may oome about this fall 
This bill does not relate in any way to 
the Big Inch or Little Inch pipe lines. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RIZLEY. I yield. 
Mr. GROSS. I want to say to the gen

tleman that I am going to support your 
resolution. I will tell you why. 

When coal miners and operators joint
ly get together and force the -price of 
coal so high that even a coal miner can
not burn coal in his home to keep .his 
family warm, it is about time we started 
protecting the pqblic against that kind 
of stuff. I am going to support your 
resolution. 

Mr. RIZLEY. I appreciate the gen
tleman's support. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Speaker~ will the 
gentleman yield? · 

Mr. RIZLEY. I yield. 
Mr. JAVITS. I have some telegrams 

which indicate that the consumers were 
not given an adequate hearing before the 
committee in connection with this bill. 
Is there anything to that assertion? 

Mr. RIZLEY. I ~m afraid those tele
grams must have emanated from some 
propaganda sponsored by someone op
posing this legislation because I thought 
the committee heard everybody who 
wanted to be heard. 

I yield to the distinguished chairman 
of the Committee on Interstate and For
eign Commerce. the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. WOLVERTON]. 

Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Speaker, in 
answer to the question which has just 
been suggested by the gentleman from 
New York, I would like to say that hear
ings were held on this bill on April14, 15, 
16, 17, 18, and May 28 and 29. They 
covered over 700 pages and everybody 
who made an application to be heard by 
the committee was given that opportu
nity. 

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. WORLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 

gentleman yield? 
· Mr. RIZLEY. I yield. 

Mr. WORLEY. If this legislation is 
not passed., there is absolutely no limit 
whatever to how far the Federal Power 
Commission will go in reaching out to 
get more and more powers which the 
Congress never intended them to have. 

Mr. RIZLEY. That is exactly what we 
think, 1 will say to my friend from Texas. 

If I may be -pennitted to proceed-if 
the natural gas industry is to :produce 
and deliver to the hungry, consuming 
public that wants and needs natural gas, 
it is imperative and necessary that this 
biU be passed. 

I think. in closing~ Mr. Speaker~ no 
stronger language for the necessity of 
this legislation can · be found than that 
contained in the statement of the pres
ent Chairman of the Federal Power 
Commission, Mr. Smith, in his opening 
statement at the Kansas City hearings 
on doeket 580. . 

You wlll remember that about 2 years 
ago a resolution was put through au
thorizing the Federal Power CQmmission 
to make an intensive study of the whole 
natural-gas industry and they held hear
ings all over the country at -various and 
sundry places. Among other places, 
they held a hearing at Kansas City. 
They were supposed to file a rerort some
time last summer and then again last 
fall. Then they said they WQuld have it 
ready when Congress convened this year. 
They did not have it ready, and they 
thought they might have it ready by 
June. Well, it is not ready yet. But I 
.find that when Congress is in session ~d 
when there is some legislation pend
ing they follow pretty closely the rules 
and regulations laid down by the Con
gress, but as soon as Congress adjourns, 
then those opinions which hamstring the 
industry in every way, shape, f{)rm, and 
fashion begin to show up. It will be 
interesting to note that one of the things 
we charged the Federal Power Commis
sion with is their delay. People try to 
build some gas pipe lines and there is a 
great delay. 

It is interesting to note that one case 
which had been pending f-or over 5 years, 
another that had been pending over 3 
years, decisi-ons were rendered, I think, 
about the 28th day of May, or there
abouts, and about the time the Commit
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
was ready to report out this resolution. 

I think this legislation is absolutely 
necessary. No one is more interested in 
the consuming public than am I, and I 
want to emphatically say to the member-· 
ship of this House that. if I thought this 
bill woUld raise the rates of gas to the 
consumers of this country to any appre
ciable extent or would hurt the consum
ers, I would not be for this bill. 

Mr. JENNINGS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RIZLEY. I yield. 
Mr. JENNINGS. The purpose of the 

biU, as I understand it, is to get gas to 
the consumers? 

. Mr. RIZLEY. That is it exactly. The 
Federal Power Commission says some
thing ought to be done. They released 
some reports, after we introduced this 
legislation, stating that something ought 
to be done about it, but they said, ".We 
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will correct it by administrative proce
dures. We do not need any further legis
lation." I think Congress should make 
the rules , not the. FPC. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
tleman from Oklahoma has again 
expired. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, there be
ing no hearings obtainable on this bill, I 
must go upon the records that I have 
been able to find in the last few days. 

I find that this bill was introduced on 
July 1, reported July 7, a rule granted 
July 9, and today, July 11, it is here be
fore us, notwithstanding the fact that 
many bills in the interest of al! the peo
ple are reposing in committee rooms. I 
venture to say, especially in view of the 
many questions that have been asked, 
that very few Members know the far
reaching effect of this bill. 

I am pleased that the gentleman from 
Oklahoma [Mr. RizLEY], whom I con
sider a very capable gentleman, has, to 
the best of his ability, presented this bill. 

Mr. RiZLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SABATH. Yes, I yield. 
Mr. RIZLEY. I know my distinguished 

friend from Illinois wants to be fair 
·about this thing. This particular bill, 
4051, was actually introduced on July 1, 
but it is a bill that is the culmination of 
hearings on H. R. 2185 and two identical 
·bills, one introduced by the gentleman 
from Tennessee [Mr. DAVIS] and one in
troduced by the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. CARSON], after extensive hearings, 

·as the chairman has said, from April up 
until that time. After the committee 
had gone over the bill and taken out 
some things and put in some other 
things, and said, "Here is the pattern of 
a bill we want," then I introduced a clean 
bill. This bill, H. R. 4051, is that clean 
bill. I know the gentleman wants to be 
fair. 

Mr. SABATH. I only know :..: could 
find no hearings. I was informed none 
had been printed. I am glad to know 
that, especially in view of the statement 
by the chairman of the committee, but I 
had no evidence and no information 
when the first bill was introduced or that 
hearings had been held. In fact, I had 
been urged by some citizens from my 
State to Oppose the bill, because they 
did not obtain an opportunity to present 
their case and give their reasons against 
the adoption of this bill. 

I will be perfectly candid. I cannot 
for the life of me explain the bill, because 

'all I have been able to get is the report, 
and I just got that this morning. It is so 
printed that with my poor eyesight, 
though I searched to the best of my 
ability, I was unable to find anything 
that wotlld help the consumer and the 
public in the bill. I know only the bill 
restricts the power of the Federal Power 
Commission. 

I know that the Federal Power Com
mission has held hearings all over the 
United States for nearly 2 years and has 
expended a great deal of money. Be
fore we act on this legislation I believe 
we should have the report of this Com
mission· and-its findings. I believe this 
membership should know what we are 
voting for and how far-reaching this 
bill is. 

My colleague, of course, states that the 
increase in cost to the consumer will be 
only nominal. Oh, I have heard such 
things so often, so often. When they 
say "nominal" I know, of course, what 
that means to them. It will appear 
nominal, but to the consumer it will add 
additional cost to the already high cost 
of living. Somehow or other the bills 
that have been brought in here within 
the last few weeks have all added to the 
cost of living, whether it was the wool 
bill, the rent bill, the sugar bill, or now 
the gas bill. 

I do not know whether you know it or 
not, but the fact is we have in this coun
try a tremendous quantity of gas. I un
derstand we have nearly 3,000,000,000 
feet of natural gas. In that connection 
I ask the attention of the chairman of 
the committee, or of the proponent of 
this bill, does this bill not also apply to 
gas that will be produced from coal? 
The reason I ask this question is because 
2 or 3 years ago upon the urgent plea of 
the gentleman from West Virginia, Mr. 
Randolph, this House, I think, appro
priated about $40,000,000 for · the pur
pose of constructing pilot plants for de
veloping practical methods of making 
producer gas from the cheaper grades of 
coal. I want to know now whether this 
restriction upon the Commission will also · 
control the restriction upon the price of 
gas that will be produced from the coal 
for the development of which we have 
expended $40,000,000, or at least, author
ized that expenditure? It will inure to 
the benefit of producers and the opera
tors of natural gas. 

This law was originally passed in 193-8. 
It was amended in 1942, and I do not 
understand that so far these gas com
panies have not lost any money; in fact, 
all have been prosperous-the same as all 
other industries. The only thing I have 
in mind is that I feel we should start 
some day to protect the consumer: The 
consumer is not desirous for this legis
lation. It is these companies which have 
done fairly well. Sure, there has been 
some litigation, · there have been some 
disagreements, because the companies 
refused to comply with the rulings of the 
Federal Power CommissioR. 
· And then I say this: the Federal 
Power Commission is acting for the Gov
ernment, for the protection of the Amer
ican people. Their rulings do not inure 
in any way to the personal advantage or 
benefit of the Commissioners. As I un
derstand the functions of the FPC, its 
duties are to safeguard the interests of 
the consumers, and to protect our nat
ural resources, and make fair .rules of 
competition. The power and jurisdic
tion we gave the Commisison in the orig
inal act is being whittled away by this 
bill, and its capacity to protect the con
sumer diluted. This of course is not par
ticularly pleasing to the big pipe-line 
companies and retail sellers because the 
Commission has restrained them in their 
manipulations tending to increase the 
cost of gas in homes and to exploit the 
natural public resources of our Nation. 

It is the sworn duty of the Commission 
to enforce the act in accordance· with 
the law to the best interests of the public. 

Let me say before I go further that 
I do not kno:w a single member of that 

Commission, but naturally, having acted 
for all these years they must have been 
outstanding men. 

They would not have been appointed 
if they did not have a reputation justify
ing their approval by the Senate of the 
United States. With all due deference 
to my friend from Oklahoma, and in 
view of the above, I hope when the bill 

· comes up under the 5-minute rule that 
serious . consideration will be given it. 
I am not going to oppose the rule be
cause it would be useless and because I 
always believe the Members of the House 
should have the right to pass upon any 
bill reported by a legislative committee. 
This bill has been so reported and a rule 
on it has been granted by the Rules 
Committee. However, I feel that the 
bill goes too far. It deprives the com
mission of rights and powers that will 
cripple its activities so far as enforcing 
the law is concerned. I hope when the 
bill is being considered under the 5-min
ute rule that some gentlemen who are 
members of · the committe·e, and other 
Members who know more about it and 
have had a greater opportunity to study 
and familiarize themselves with the bill, 
will act in the interest of our Nation and 
of the consumers so that we will not 
divest the commission of needed powers 
and give the · g.as companies complete 
and full opportunity to do as they please, 
as most of these companies apparently 
do in . disregarding rates to consumers. 
The main object in their mind is how · 
much money can we get out of the pub
lic? How much money can we make? 
How much profit can we make? 

Mr. CARROLL. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SABATH. I yield to the gentle
man from Colorado. 

Mr. CARROLL. I agree with the gen
tleman that this is - a very important 
piece of legislation. One witness ap
pearing before the committee made some 
v~ry serious charges against the effect 
of this legislation. This witness, who is 
a lawyer, and vice chairman of the 
committee on gas and electric rates of 
the National Institute of Municipal Law, 
representing the United States confer
ence of mayors, composed of over 200 
cities, said that over a period of 9 years, 
·as a result of existing law, consumers of 
this Nation have been saved approxi
mately $150,000,000. I know that in 
Denver there has been litigation on this 
very question and the consumers of that 
city were repaid $4,000,000 by virtue of 
overcharges. The charge is made by 
this witness against the legislation-! 
do not say it is true, I say the charge is 
made, therefore merits consideration by 
every Member of this body-the charge 
is made that the proposed change will 
result in .rates throughout the country 
being increased, with greater profits and 
it is stated: · 

Undue profits will be enjoyed by pipe
line and gas companies throughout the 
country. 

If that charge is true, we should seri
ously consider this legislation instead of 
having it come out here and being passed 
with 24 hours' consideration, and I say 
24 hours because the record of the testi
mony of the witnesses has only been 
available within the last 24 hours. 
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Mr. SABATH. I thank the gentleman 

from Colorado. I heard the same 
charges made by outstanding people in 
my State in whom I have confidence. I 
know that the mayors of our cities would 
not oppose this restriction of power of 
the Federal Power Commission if they 
thought it would be in the interest of 

. the people whom they represent in the 
various localit ies and various cities. 

I am interested in fair and square deal
ing and fair play, and I think this is 
again legislation that gives the natural
gas interests additional power, privileges, 
and opportunities to overcharge solely 
for the purpose of gaining additional 
profits. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. RIZLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Pennsyl
vania [Mr. GAVIN]. 

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Speaker, the bill be
fore us today, H. R. 4051, introduced' by 
the gentleman 'from Oklahoma [Mr. 
RIZLEY] proposes to ·amend the Natural 
Gas Act so as to permit the natural 
gas industry to perform its proper func
tion of providing gas to all markets where 
there is a demand for it. 

I might· say that I come from a district 
in western Pennsylvania that has been 
producing gas for many years. Last 
winter it was necessary for us to rati9n 
gas, the first time gas has been rationed 
to my knowledge. I am greatly inter
ested as are my people and the industrial 
life of my district in serving an additional 
supply of gas to supplement the rapidly 
depleting gas supply available in west
ern Pennsylvania. I think this proposed 
legislation will make a very fine contri
bution toward clearing up uncertainties 
and getting us the gas we n.eed for in~ 
dustrial and domestic users. 

Since many of my constituents are pro
ducers of natural gas, it is only natural 
that I am vitally interested in any legis
lation amending the Natural Gas Act, and 
because of ·that I want to urge my col.:. 
leagues in the House to read the com
mittee report and acquaint themselves 
with the Rizley bill. For I am certain 
that anyone fully understanding its pro
visions will vote to support it. 

In passing the original Natural Gas Act 
Congress purposely wrote in the specific 
language exempting from Federal juris
diction the production and gathering of 
natural gas. This was done because it 
was realized that the producing States 
had jurisdiction over these activities and 
would properly carry out their duty to 
properly administer that jurisdiction. 
Likewise, the regulation of local distribu
ting companies was specifically denied in 
the act to the Federal Government, leav
ing that field to the States, as it should 
be. In other words, Congress intended 
that the Federal Power · Commission, to 
which was entrusted the administration 
of the Natural Gas Act, should be re
stricted to jurisdiction over the trans
portation and rates of gas only from the 
inlet of the interstate trunk transmis
sion line to the outlet of the interstate 
t runk transmission line. 

The FPC, however, has sought to ex
tend its jurisdiction both into the pro
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duction and gathering field and into the 
local distributing field, and as a result 
there exists confusion in the natural gas 
industry. 

Mr. RrzLEY's bill will eliminate this 
confusion, will make it unmistakably clear 
as to the extent of FPC jurisdiction. 

Under present· policy, also, the FPC 
contends that the value of gas as a com
modity depends upon who owns the gas. 
It fixes one price for one owner, and 
another for another owner, despite the 
fact that the two owners produce gas 
in the same field. The bill , H. R. 4051, 
also will correct this inequity. 

Enactment of the bill would, in my 
opinion, permit the industry to function 
in the best public interest, would place 
the royalty owner and producer as well 
as the local distributing company under 
undisputed regulation of the State agen
cies where such regulation belongs, would 

· result in making market's available for the 
huge reserves of natural gas, and would 
assure to the consumers in nonproduc
ing States plentiful and continuous sup
plies of this fuel. 

I trust that H. R. 4051 will be over
whelmingly approved. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
the previous question is ordered. · 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the resolution. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Speaker, I 

move that the House resolve itself into 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the considera
tion of the bill <H. R. 4051) to amend the 

. Natural Gas Act approved June 21, 1938, 
as amended. · 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the House resolved itself 

into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con
sideration of the bill H. R. 4051, with 
Mr. CLASON in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
By unanimous consent, the first read

ing of the bill was dispensed with. 
Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield myself 10 minutes. 
Mr. Chairman, the bill (H. R. 4051) 

proposes amendments to th.e Natural Gas 
Act to redefine the area of jurisdiction 
of the Federal Power Commission over 
the interstate gas pipe line industry. 
It is the result of extensive hearings and 
deliberations by our committee on sev
eral bills introduced to ameliorate the 
problems arising from the Commission's 
administration of the act and the in
terpretation placed on the act by the 
Commission and by the courts. 

Recognition of the existence of these 
problems is not of immediate origin. 
In 1944 the Commission itself undertook 
a general investigation into the natural
gas industry for the purpose of examin
ing into and reappraising the statute 
and the Commission's policies •and pro
cedures thereunder. The investigation 

· has been completed, and the Commission 
is in process of issuing staff reports for 
comment and guidance. 

This investigation and the data pre
sented at the committee hearings have 

pointed up the need for clarifying legis
lation. The decision of the Supreme 
Court several weeks ago in the matter 
of the Interstate Natural Gas case, how
ever , has sharply brought into focus the 
need for early legislation. This case 
deals with the all-important exclusion 
of Federal Power Commission jurisdic
tion over the production and gathering 
of natural gas , thought to have been pro
vided by section 1 (b) of the original 
act. 

There can be little question that there 
was any doubt in the minds of the Con
gress when in 1938 it passed the origi
nal act that it intended to exert and 
to delegate to the Commission · jurisdic
tion in interstate commerce only over 
areas not then effectively controlled by 
State regulation, and that assumcdly pro
duction and gathering op&ations were 
then so controlled and regulated. By 
a series of court decisions the Commis
sion jurisdiction seemingly has been ex
tended into these operations with result
ing confusion in the industry as to what 
was or might become subject to Fed
eral jurisdiction. Inasmuch as much 
natural gas · is. a concurrent product of 
the output of oil, the oil industry also 
was vitally concerned over the interpre
tation placed upon the jurisdiction over 
production and gathering: Testimony 

. was advanced at the hearings to the 
effect that a substantial amount of ·the 
gas now being flared as part of the some 
one billion cubic feet of gas wasted daily 
to the air, might be conserved and col
lected for pipe-line transportation were 
the oil industry to be relieved of the 
fear that in so doing it might ·be ph:ic
ing the production of oil under the juris
diction of the Commission. 

The Commission asserted at the com
mittee hearings that it had no intention 
of regulating the oil industry, and stated 
that it felt the ambiguity and confusion 
existing from the circuit court decision 
in the Interstate case would be cleared 
up by the Supreme Court so that there 
could be no doubt about the circum
scribed jurisdiction. That decision of 
the Supreme Court was rendered on June 
16. It seems to me clear that the Su
preme Court in nowise settled the ques
tion that under the Natural Gas Act, 
Federal Commission regulation could not 

· extend clear back to the well itself. Leg
islation, therefore, seems imperative to 
clarify the original intent, namely that 
production and gathering of natural gas 
were to be exempt hereunder from Fed
eral regulation. 

During the course of the committee 
hearings witnesses representing cities, 
State commissions, and the National As
sociation of Railroad and Utilities Com
missioners, as well as others, alluded to 
the character of service offered, especially 
in times of cold weather, and the desir
ability of some protection to existing 
customers which it was believed could not 
be assured solely by State or local regu
latory authority. 

The bill adds a new subsection to sec
tion 7 of the act, making it the duty of 
every natural gas company furnishing 
gas to a distributing company for resale 
to the public to furnish service which is 
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reasonable, and gives the Commission 
authority to enforce this requirement. 
This subsection reads: 

(h) It shall be the duty of every natural 
gas company furnishing natural gas directly 
or indirectly to any cp.stributing company 
for distribution and resale to the public as a 
public utility service to furnish and supply 
service which is reasonable, having regard to 
the pub~ic utility character thereof, and to 
the duty of such distributing company to 
supply reasonable service to its customers. 
The Commission shall have power upon com
plaint or upon its own motion. after notice 
and opportunity for hearing, by order tore
quire any natural gas company to perform 
its obligations under this subsection and to 
install and maintain such service instrumen
talities as shall be reasonably necessary for 
that purpose. 

It seems to me that this amendment, 
originally advanced by the Illinois Com
merce Commission is of great significance 
and will prove of much usefulness in as
suring the continuity of service which 
all too frequently unfortunately has been 
unavailable during recent times of peak 
demand. 

In the short time allotted for general 
debate it is impossible for me to make 
reference in detail to other provisions of 
the bill. However, the remarks of the 
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. RIZLEY], 
and the others who have already spoken 
when the rule was under consideration, 
together with those who will follow me 
will be sufficient to cover in an appro
priate way, the other features of the bill. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 7 minutes. · 

Mr. Chairman, I recognize that we are 
dealing with a very highly technical 

. question this afternoon. I recognize 
that because of the technicalities in
volved in legislation of this kind it is 
very easy to confuse the issue. Certain
ly, there have been . some interested in 
this legislation over a peri<>d of weeks 
who have endeavored to confuse the 
issue to the extent that it has some peo
ple worried~ This proposed bill is, after 
all, very simple. I hope I can clear up 
some of the confusion in your minds. 
In explanation I should first give y<>u a 
little history of the Natural Gas Act, the 
need for this legislation due to the atti
tude of the Federal Power Commi-ssion, 
their actions and assumption of jurisdic
tion which was never intended by Con
gress, but sustained by a sharply divided 
Supreme CoUJt, and then jU.st what the 
proposed bill is intended to do to correct 
such abuses. Mr. Chairman, when we 
take the position that a governmental 
agency, or anyone else dealing with a 
problem so highly controversial, so high
ly important and technical as this, is in
fallible, I think we are treading on 
dangerous ground. 

The Natural Gas Act, approved June 
21, 1938, conferred upon the Federal 
Power Commission responsibility for reg
ulating the wholesale rates, accounting 
practices, and certain operations of nat
ural gas companies engaged in interstate 
commerce. The act was proposed as a 
result of the Federal Trade Commission 
survey, made pursuant to joint resolu
tion-Senate Resolution 83, Seventieth 
Congress, first session, February 15, 1928, 
extended by Senate Joint Resolution 115, 

Seventy-third Congress, second session, 
1934-and supported by resolutions of 
the National Association of Railroad and 
Utility Commissioners, to meet a situa
tion arising out of the fact that inter
state transmission and sale of natural 
gas were beyond the scope of effective 
State regulation. It was designed to 
cover the interstate transportation of 
gas from the State of origin-where 
State regulation covered the local pro.._ 
duction, gathering and sale of gas by 
pipe line to another State-and the sub
sequent sale of the gas to local dis
tributors in that State, where the State 
regulation covered the local distribution 
to ultimate customers. 

It was the purpose of the act to fill in 
this gap in State regulation, and the 
Federal Power Commission was pre
sumedly confined by the act to meeting 
the need for regulation in this area. It 
is the purpose of this bill, H. R. 4051, 
to correct the abuses of the act occa
sioned by the Federal Power Commission 
improperly extending its jurisdiction 
backward into production and gathering 
and forward into local distribution. 

The major abuses by the Commission 
of its authority proposed to be corrected 
by this bill are threefold, two in the area 
of production, and one in the area of dis
tribution. I propose to discuss briefly 
the situation surrounding each, and the 
manner in which the bill operates to cure 
each. 

The first relates to the exclusion from 
Commission jurisdiction of the produc
tion and gathering of natural gas, which 
it -was thought was fairly clearly indi
cated in the language employed in sec
tion 1 (b) of the act. Explicit as this 
language is, nevertheless the Commis
sion by a strange mental tour d'force in 
applying the provisions of sections 4 and 
5 arrived at the conclusion that while 
the physical activity of production and 
gathering might be exempt, the sale re
sulting therefore was not. In this con
clusion it was abetted by the Supreme 
Court which in the Canadian River Gas 
case-Three Hundred and Twenty
fourth United States Reports at pages 
602, 603, 1945-said: 

We must read section 1 (b) in the context 
of the whole act. It must be reconciled 
with the normal conventions of rate-making. 

That does not mean that the part of sec
tion 1 (b) which provides that the act shall 
not apply to "the production or gathering 
of natural gas" is given no meaning. Cer
tainly that provision precludes the Com
mission from ·any control over the activity 
of producing or gathering natural gas. For 
example, it makes plain that the Commis
sion has no control over the drilling and 
spacing of wells and the like. It may put 
other limitations on the Commission. We 
only decide that it does not preclude the 
Commission from reflecting the production 
and gathering facilities of a natural gas com
pany ln the rate base and determining the 
expenses incident thereto for the purposes 
of determining the reasonableness of rates 
subject to its jurisdiction. 

Obviously, regardless of the usefulness 
of the position that drilling and spacing 
of wells may be exempt, there is no basic 
exemption afforded if the Commission 
in its rate-making powers can enter into 
the financial side of these operations. 

The confusion attending this five-man 
decision was not alleviated by the strong 
words of the four-man dissent: 

Even though production and gathering 
could be thought to be a part of the regu
lated transportation and .sale, that possi
bility is precluded by the words of section 
1 (b) , which say: "The provisions of this 
act (including those of sections 4 and 5, 
which prescribe rate making for the activity 
of transporting and selling wholesale) shall 
not ·apply" to another activity, "the produc
tion of gathering of natural gas." 

It does not seem possible to say in plainer 
or more unmistakable language that the one 
activity, interstate transportation . and sale, 
is to be subjected to, and that the other, 
production or gathering, is to be excluded 
from, the valuation and rate-making powers 
of the Commission. 

While these decisions may be said to 
have applied to the facilities owned by a 
natural-gas company itself, the oil in
dustry naturally was concerned as to the 
applicability to facilities owned by others 
and examination of the expenses of pro
ducing gas supplemental to the produc
tion of oil. When this was one of the 
matters set down for investigation by 
the Commission in its natural-gas sur
vey, the oil industry sought and received 
from the Commission assurances that the 
Commission had no thought of intruding 
into this area. 

Thus, on December 30, 1944, former 
Chairman Basil Manly advised the rep
resentatives of the gas-producing States, 
through a letter to then Gov. Andrew F. 
Schoeppel, Qf Kansas, as chairman of 
the Interstate Oil Compact Commission, 
that-

The Federal Power Commission has no 
desire to extend its jurisdiction to cover 
the production of natural gas or otherwise 
invade what are properly regarded as the 
functions of the conservation authorities of 
the several States. · 

And again, on July 21, 1945, Chairman 
Manly wrote to Mr. William R. Boyd, 
Jr., then chairman of the Petroleum In

. dustry War Council, that-
It seems desirable therefore to declare in 

unequivocal language that the Commission 
has no desire or intent to extend its juris
diction as regards either oil production or 
petroleum pipe lines. 

Nevertheless the fears which Chair
man Manly sought to allay were re
created by the Commission in the Inter
state Natural Gas case. Here, despite 
what the Commission had advanced as 
its intention, in the argument in the 
lower court, Commission counsel had an 
opportunity in response to a direct ques
tion from the bench effectively to clear 
up the Commission's position, and did 
not do so. The court decision-fifth cir
cuit-in August 1946 served but to indi
cate that the Commission's jurisdiction 
went to the well itself. 

Thus when the Commission's staff re~ 
port this spring referred to the confusion 
existing as to the Commission's intent 
and the interpretation of the jurisdiction 
it has over production and gathering, 
and the need to settle the problem. and 
suggested that this might be cleared up 
by administrative rule, the industry 
naturally was in no position to accept 
the rule as. being an expression which 
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would stay fixed for any length of time. 
The power to make a rule admits of the 
power to abrogate the rule. 

Chairman Smith indicated that if the 
rule were not sufficient to settle all 
doubts that the Commission had no 
jurisdiction, the Supreme Court decision 
in the Interstate case might well do so. 
He urged the committee to defer action 
on the pending . legislation until the 
opinion had been rendered. 

This opinion was rendered on June 16. 
It held that the Commission had not ex
ceeded its authority under section 1 (b) 
in regulat ing sales made in the field. It 
certainly does not clarify the question of 
the Commission's inability to reach to 
the well where the gas subsequently 
moves in inter-state commerce. Legisla
tion accordingly seems imperative. 
Chairman Smith in letters to the com
mittee of June 23, and July 1, for that 
mat ter, indicates concurrence with such 
need. 

The amendments to section 1 (b) and 
additional definitions in section 2 pro
posed by the bill, accordin'gly amplify the 
language defining production and gath
ering, and also apply_ to the sale of the 
gas from the redefined production and 
gathering facilities. 

By this ame-ndment all fear should b.e 
removed from independent gas and 011 
producers that sale of their gas to pipe 
lines for transmission in interstate com
merce which subject them to Commission 
regulation. This should be a tremen
dous incentive to the conserving and col
lecting of gas now being flared and 
wasted because of the understandable 
desire to avoid this Federal regulation 
and the attendant requirements. Larger 

. sources of gas thus are available for 
meeting the ever-increasing demands 
not now adequately served. 

The second extension of Federal Power 
Commission authority is related to the 
first . It concerns the treatment given 
by the Commission to the gas produce.d 
by natural-gas companies from their 
own reserves. . 

The Commission in establishing rates 
at wholesale with the attendant consid
eration of the rate base, proper costs 
and expenses, and rate of return to be 
allowed, has included in costs at the pur
chase price gas purchased from <>.thers. 
But where a natural-gas company pro
duces gas from its own holdings, the 
Commission has considered only the 
costs of such production, and included 
in costs the proven leases' and reserve 
at their historical-cost value. 

In the Colorado Interstate Gas case, 
Chief Justice Stone has described the re
sults as follows: 

In fixing rates for petitioner's interstate 
business of transporting and selling natural 
gas for resale, the Commission included peti
t ioner's gas wells and gas-gathering facili
ties t ogether with all its transportation and 
distribution facilities in a single-rate base. 
It valued the wells and gathering facilities at 
their prudent investment cost of many years_ 
ago, a valuation drastically less t?an their 
present market value. It then restncted peti
tioner's return to 6lf:! percent of the rate base, 
including the wells and production facilities, 
constit u t ing approximately two-thirds of 
the total rate base. It thus suQjected peti-

tioner 's production and gathering property 
to the same regulation as that which the 
statute imposes upon petitioner's property 
used and useful in the interstate transporta
tion and sale of gas for resale. This, we 
think, the Natural Gas Act in plain terms 

·prohibits (324 -U. S. 616). 

The results that are the consequences 
of this Federal Power Commission prac
tice are further demonstrated by the 

. fact that in some instances orders of the 
Federal Power Commission result in 
three different prices for gas from the 
same well . This arises where the regu
lated pipe-line company is a part owner, 
an unregulated company is a part own
er and the landowner has a royalty 
share. The pipe-line company is allowed 
as operating expenses an unregulated 
contract price for its co-owner's share 
and the royalty owner's share, but for its 
own share it is allowed an amount de
termined by application -of the public
utility-rate-base method. As Mr. Justice 
Jackson stated, this "does not make sense 
to me." 

The important element here involved 
is the Commission's insistence in tak
ing as the rate base a value determined 
only as the original investment cost. 
There is nothing in the act itself which 
requires the Commission to confine its 
consideration to original investment 
costs alone. The Commission is en
joined only to determine a just and rea
sonable rate. And the Commission is 
authorized in so doing to ascertain and 
investigate the actual legitimate cost of 
the property of every natural-gas com
pany, the depreciation therein, and, 
when found necessary for rate-making 
purposes, other facts which bear on the 
determination of such cost of deprecia
tion and the fair value of such property. 
· The Commission's use of original cost 
as the rate base stems from the Hope 
Natural Gas case. That opinion laid 
down the principle that-

Under the statutory standard of "just and 
reasonable" it ls the result reached not 
the method .employed which is con
trolling. • • • It is not theory but the 
impact of the rate order which counts. If 
the total effect of the rate order cannot be 
said to be unjust and unreasonable, judicial 
inquiry under the act is at an end. The fact 
that the method employed to reach that 
.result may contain infirmities is not then 
important (320 U. S. 591, 1944). 

The Commission in determining the 
rate base had used the original cost only, 
and not given weight to other factors has 
outlined in the old case of Smyth against 
Ames, following which for many years 
principal weight was given to cost of 
reproduction. 

But it is important to note that the 
Hope case dealt with a company oper
ating in an old and almost exhausted 
field, the Appalachian, where costs of 
production and the accumulated devel
opmental costs were high. It might be 
argued, and the Commission has inti
mated that it has not yet made up its 
mind on the subject, that as to fields 

-where the current market value of re
serves was so much in excess of original 
cost, that the Commission might give 
consideration to other elements than the 
original cost alone. 

· Here agairi, however, the administra
tion of the Commission, and the utter
ances of its representatives gives no as
surance that this will happen. Indeed, 
the contrary seems certain. No longer 
ago than this very week a representa
tive of the Commission, in testifying on 
some power bills before the committee, 
has said in regard to the Commission's 
purpose and the Hope case: 

The Federal Power Act * • • cUd not 
bind the Commission to any particular rate
m aking formula • • • the Commission 
concluded that it would have not hing to do 
with fair value unless compelled by the 
courts, but instead would base rates upon 
net investment. 

• • • When the Natu.ral Gas Act was 
passed • • • the law was patterned after 
the Federal Power Act as far as rate making 
was concerned and the Commission adhered 
to its resolution to have no traffic with fair 
value. • • • The Commission was sus
tained in its use of the investment-rate base 
in the Hope case. The fetters which had 
bound regulatory agencies for many years 
were unloosed. 

This does not sound as though the 
Commission had yet an open mind as to 
the various factors to be employed in 
determining an appropriate rate base for 
use in arriving at just and reasonable 
rates. Far from it. Given statutes which 
were silent as to standards to be used, 
this representative states the Commis
sion deliberately set about to pursue a 
definite policy until it should be re
strained by the courts. 

The provisions of section 5 of the bill 
(H. R. 4051) prescribe a formula or 
standard which the Commission will be 
required to follow in rate-base determi
nations. The formula will provide the 
incentive for pipe-line companies to pay 
prices adequate to stimulate conserva
tion and production of gas so badly 
needed to meet consumer demands. It 
provides this incentive by assuring the 
pipe line full reimbursement for all bona 
fide purchase of gas. This section is a 
necessary supplement 'to the exemption 
in amended section 1 (b) of the act 
whereby the Federal Power Commission 
is completely denied jurisdiction over the 
entire activity of producing and gather
ing natural gas, including the field sales 
thereof. Since the Commission is com
pletely excluded from the activity of pro
ducing and gathering, it is necessary to 
set forth the precise manner in which 
it is to treat the operating expense in
curred by the pipe line in purchasing gas 
from nonaffiliated companies or in pro
ducing its own gas either through the 
parent company or affiliates. Section 5 
~roposes to do two things. 

First. Section 5 provides that with re
spect to gas which is purchased from 
producers in noway affiliated with the 
pipe-line company the Federal Power 
Commission shall allow as an operating 
exp ense the actual prices paid. The 
actual price paid will, of course, be de
termined by actual and free competition 
as it is likewise established with respect 
to all other commodities. in a system of 
uncontrolled free enterprise. This pro
vision merely recognizes that free com
petition should · be the determinant of 
the sale price of gas and not the Federal 
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Power Commission. It is important to 
observe, however, that the consumer and 
the public in general are amply protected 
under this provision since the Power 
Commission has ample authority to re
fuse to allow as an operating expense 
any unconscionably high price which is 
not the result of a bona fide transaction. 

Second. Section 5 further provides 
that if the pipe-line company acquires 
gas from its own producing properties 
or purchases the gas from a subsidiary 
or an affiliate the prevailing market price 
in the field where produced for gas of 
comparable quality, volume, and pres
sure, shall be allowed as an operating 
expense. The prevailing market price 
again is established by open competition 
among all producers within the field. 
This provides a precise formula which 
the Commission should have little diffi
culty in applying. The term "market 
price" is a term having a well-defined 
legal meaning. The provision, therefore, 
not only is definite but is founded upon 
a sound and reasonable predicate. 

If the pipe-line company or its affiliate 
is the only purchaser within a given field 
and as a result there is no prevailing 
market price in that field, then section 
5 provides that the Commission shall 
allow as an operating expense the fair 
and reasonable value of such gas. This, 
likewise, is a precise formula and one 
that will present no difficulty in applica
tion. If there is no market value estab
lished in the field by competing interests 
then the Commission is required to de
termine the fair or reasonable value of 
the gas just as the fair value of other 
commodities is legally determined. The 
Commission is given adequate leeway in 
determining the value of such gas, and 
by the specific language of this provision 
is authorized to consider all pertinent 
factors in determining fair and reason
able values. 

This is no new or novel formula. In 
setting up the field or market price of 
gas as the cost of gas which the Com
mission shall use in connection with the 
establishment of rates and a return on 
the natural-gas line, the bill is only fol
lowing what has been well recognized in 
law as pertinent in the case of extractive 
and wasting industries. 

It was clearly recognized in the Rene
gotiation Act relating to the recapture of 
excessive profits under wartime muni
tions contracts, that there was a dif
ference in the treatment of profits from 
the production of a wasting asset and 
from other production. This led to the 
exemption from renegotiation of raw 
materials until they had reached a cer
tain stage in the production process. In 
an integrated operation, like steel pro
duction, the raw materials or iron ore 
and coal were exempt through the pig
iron stage, and the pig iron utilized 
in steel production was not taken into 
the costs used in renegotiation at the 
cost of production of pig iron, but at a 
substituted "market" price of the pig 
iron. Only in such way was it deemed 
that proper consideration could be given 
to the owners of the extracted raw ma
terials. Certainly the exploration, de
velopment, and consumption of natural 
gas stands in no different stead. For 
the Federal Power Commission to em-

ploy actual costs rather than the pre
vailing market values, is clear discrimi
nation. 

In addition, provision has been made 
in the section for the varying situations 
in the gas fields. Conditions relating to · 
wells belonging to some of the natural
gas companies holding · leases in the 
Appalachian area differ materially from 
those relating to wells of natural-gas 
companies holding leases in the south
western areas. 

The companies operating in the Appa
lachian area have, during the war, been 
required to pull their wells heavily in 
order to meet war requirements. This 
has resulted in lowered productive ca
pacities of the wells. 

In that area it is necessary to provide 
for sudden temperature drops during the 
winter when demands for gas suddenly 
increase. In order to cope with this sit
uation, some of the companies in the 
area have adopted the practice of pur
chasing throughout the year from other 
gas producers, but pinching back their 
own · wells, and even for considerable 
periods closing them in so they may build 
up pressure and availability for use dur
ing peak winter days when demands 
suddenly increase. 

Under such circumstances the pro
ducing properties constitute, in effect, a 
storage operation. Under these circum
stances there is a service as well as a 
commodity value involved, and it is not 
inappropriate to use the rate base for de
termining the allowance to be made such 
a company for the gas produced under 
such circumstances. 

It is provided, therefore, that a com
pany may make an election within 90 
days for its producing properties to be 
included in its rate base. ·The proviso is 
in that form so it will be a general law. 
The election when once made is final, not 
only as to leases now owned but those 
hereafter acquired. 

The last major amendment contained 
in the• bill to which I wish to speak is that 
relating to the Commission's extension of 
authority into the field of local distri
bution. 

This has arisen where a local dis
tributing company itself has constructed 
and owned the connection with the in
terstate transmission company. In one 
case the Commission has attempted to 
exercise jurisdiction, where the line is 
fully regulated by the local State Com
mission, at a cost asserted to represent 
some $2,000,000 to the company for the 
duplicate information and study regard
ing construction, investment, and opera
tion. Further testimony was offered to 
the effect that in many other cases local 
distributing companies desired to con
nect with the interstate company and 
thus provide for their own customers the 
natural gas thus connected, but were de
terred from making such connection 
through the 1·eal threat that they thus 
would become subject to the Federal 
Power Commission in matters of rates, 
accounts, and the like, and incur the 
duplicate regulation resulting from State 
and Federal control. 

New subsections have Leen aQ.ded to 
section 2 defining the type of interstate 
commerce subject to the jurisdiction of 
the Commission, and making it plain 

that interstate commerce ends when the 
gas moves in the State of local distribu
tion from the trunk transmission facili
ties of the interstate carrier into the local 
distribution C'r trunk transmission facil
ities of the company selling the -gas in 
local distribution. . 

Section 7 of the Rizley bill provides 
for the operation of a common carrier 
gas pipe line under the supervision of · 
the Interstate Commerce Commission. 

It is obvious that it would not be wise 
for a natural gas pipe line company serv
ing distributing utility companies to act 
as a common carrier. There must at all 
times be gas available for the general 
public. It is not possible to store gas, 
and the rendering of a common-carrier 
service might result in depriving utilities 
serving the general public of gas at the 
most important times. 

It is believed, however, that there is 
an appropriate field for common-carrier 
lines. In the near future, for example, 
they would be of service in transporting 
gas across State lines for utilization in 
Fischer Tropsch and similar plants. 
Also, when gasification of coal is accom
plished, sueh a line would be well adapted 
to the transportation of gas from coal
producing areas to highly industrial sec
tions in the Eastern States. 

It is to be noted that such a line must 
operate as a common carrier only, and 
make no sales from its line. 

Jurisdiction over such a line is placed 
under the Interstate Commerce Com
mission. The functions of such a line 
are comparable to those of a common 
carrier line transporting oil and other 
petroleum products, and such lines are 
operating satisfactorily under the juris
diction of that Commission. 

This provision does not transfer any 
jurisdiction from the Federal Power Com
mission since there is no natural-gas 
company operating as a common carrier. 
The Interstate Commerce Commission is 
from training and experience properly 
equipped to deal with companies having 
a common-carrier status, while the Fed
eral Power Commission has had no ex
perience with companies performing such 
a service. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask my 
colleagues, in order that I may explain 
further just what is proposed here, to 
get a copy of the report. Before I pro
ceed further let me say that this is an ex
ceptionally. fine report. I want to com
pliment the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
CARSON] for · preparing this report and 
giving the Members of the House the ex
planation and information contained 
therein. · · 

Remember, as I have explained, this 
bill proposes to do two primary things: 
First, to clearly define the limits of the 
authority of the Federal Power Commis
sion so that the industry may know 
where it is; second, it tends to establish 
a formula for rate making that the Com
mission shall follow in determining what 
costs shall be allowed to the transporta
tion industry of gas in interstate com
merce. Turn, if you please, to page 4 
of the report. I think I can explain to 
you some of the problems in layman's 
language and with the use of the c~art 
that are involved in this controvP.rsy, 
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You will find in the chart labeled "Func
tions employed in producing, transport-

. ing and distributing natural gas." The 
interstate trunk line is that big double . 
irregular line in the center. To the left 
you will see three of those lines running 
out to ·little dots that represent a gas 
field. On the other end you have the 
lines running out to distributors. When 
the Natural Gas Act was passed in 1938 
it was understood that it was the inten
tion of Congress that the jurisdiction of 
the Federal Power Commission should 
begin at the inlet of the trunk line in 
interstate commerce where the gather
ing from production terminates and the 
gas goes into the trunk line, and end at 
the other end of the trunk line where it 
goes into the distributor line or facilities 
for resale to the consumer. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Arkansas has expired. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself three additional minutes. 

Again there was no intention, so far as 
the history reveals, that the Feder-al 
Power Commission had any jurisdiction 
whatsoever beyond those points. Under 
the Interstate opinion referred to and 
delivered June 16, 1947, the Supreme 
Court said the Federal Power Commis
sion had the authority in determining 
rates to go on back into the field, into 
the well and determine the allowable cost 
of that transportation company in its 
transportation of gas, which will mean, 
of course, that it controls the field proc
esses, that · it controls production, that 
it controls gathering. On the other end 
you will notice to distributor A the 
trunk line runs right up to the city. 
It said that is where the jurisdiction 
stops and, therefore, they do not assume 
any further jurisdiction. 

Before ·you get there you see at the 
top distributor B. He has to go down 
a few miles to the main trunk line. He 
has to have a little line to take gas out 
of the main trunk line up to his town 
in order that he may serve the consum
ers of the town. The Federal Power 
Commission says that because he has to 
have a little line to go back to the main 
trunk line to take the gas up to his con
sumers that he comes within the author
ity and jurisdiction of the Commission. 
That puts him-the distributor-in in
terstate commerce. Consequently, in 
his case the Commission controls it right 
to the burner tips. 

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HARRIS. I yield. 
Mr. GAVIN. In that event they would 

be usurping the public utilities commis
sions of the various States which are 
there for the specific purpose of estab
lishing rates to the domestic consumers. 

Mr. HARRIS. Yes; there would be 
under such circumstances overlapping 
jurisdictions and the company then 
would be subject to the authority of 
both the local jurisdiction and the Fed
eral Power Commission. 

Mr. GAVIN. And there would be con
fusion without getting gas? 

Mr. HARRIS. Very definitely. That 
1s simply the purpose of this act here. 
It is to clarify that .situation so the Fed
eral Power Commission will stay ~itpin 
the limitations intended back in 1938 

when the Congress passed the act. They 
have abused that authority time after 
time. · 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Arkansas has expired. 

Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. HUGH D. SCOTT~ JR.]. 

Mr. HUGH D. SCOTT, JR. Mr. Chair
man, the basic issue here, it seems to me, 

·is a question of clarification by amend
ment or by administrative ruling since 
the industry itself feels, and the staff 
of the Federal Power Commission has 
admitted in a report on section 1 <b) 
of the Natural Gas Act, page 40, under 
date of March 1947, that there is need 
for "appropriate action to relieve the 
doubt and fears now prevailing." The 
ne-ed for correction, it seems to me, is 
not questioned either by the staff of the 
Commission or the industry. The ques
tion is merely the method to be used, 
and there are two. One is to amend the 
act by the Congress or by change in the 
administration of the act accomplishes 
by the adoption of an administrative rule 
by the Federal Power Commission. I 
cannot quite share the complete con
fidence expressed by the gentleman from 
Illinois in any Federal agency just be
cause it is a Federal agency and because 
the members have been named and con
firmed. I do not like law handed down 
by interpretation or by administration. 
I think when there is a substantial doubt 
as to what is coming next, as there is 
in this case, we better say by statute 
precisely what ·ve mean. 

The problem arises largely from en
croachment by the Federal Power Com
mission into the field of production and 
gathering, and although the act ex
pressly provides that it "shall not apply 
to the production or gathering o: natu
ral gas"-Natural Gas Act of 1938, Pub
lic Law No. 688, Seventy-fifth Congress, 
section 1 <b) -the record is replete with 
successful efforts of the Commission in 
encroaching into this forbidden field. 

First. The Commission took jurisdic
tion over the producing properties and 
gathering facilities of an interstate 

• trunk line-pipe line-transporter and 
subjected these properties and facilities 
to public-utility regulation. Although 
these producing and gathering proper
ties obviously have no semblance of a 
public utility, they are regulated as such 
by the Commission-Federal Power 
Commission v. Hope Natural Gas Com
pany (320 U.S. 589). 

Second. The Commission next took 
jurisdiction over the producing proper
.ties and facilities of an affiliate of a 
trunk-line transporter and subjected 
them to public-utility regulation-Colo
rado Interstate Gas Co. v. Federal Power 
Commission <324 U. S. 581). 

Third. The Commission has more re
cently taken jurisdiction over the sale 
price of natural gas of a nonaffiliated 
producer and gatherer-Interstate Natu
ral Gas Co. v. Federal Power Commis
sion <56 F. (2d) 949). 

Thus, we here have a progressive series · 
of steps taken by the Commission in ex
tending its jurisdiction into the pro
duction and gathering phase of the in
dustry despite the express prohibition in 
the act to the contrary. It is this im-

proper extension of jurisdiction by the 
Commission that has given rise to the 
fears, uncertainties, anxieties, and con
fusion on the part of producers and gath
erers. They are apprehensive lest they 
also be controlled by the Commission 
and treated as a public utility. As a re
sult, producers and gatherers are refus
ing to sell their gas to interstate trans
porters, thus depriving consumers of a 
needed supply of gas and the producers 
of the right to sell their product in a free 
market. 

The provision in the act which ex
empts production and gathering from 
the jurisdiction of the Commission is a 
total exemption and is not qualified or 
limited in any manner. It exempts the 
business of production and gathering. 
The proposal of the staff-Staff report, 
supra, page 41-for a clarification by 
administrative rule treats the exemp
tion as if it were partial and not a total 
exemption. The suggested administra
tive rule would exempt those who "only 
produce, gather, or process natural 
gas"-Staff report, supra, page 41-it 
would not exempt the producing and 
gathering activities of interstate trunk
line companies. Under this proposed 
rule, the Commission would continue to 
apply to producing and gathering prop-

. erties the public-utility method of reg
ulation based on persons as distinguished 
from activities. The Commission would 
thereby regulate a portion of the activity 
of prqducing and gathering, thus rigidly 
fixing by administrative fiat the eco
nomic common denominator of the in
dustry to which the remainder of the 
industry although not regulated, would 
have to adjust itself. 

When an interstate trunk-line com
pany purchases gas from a producer, it · 
is allowed as an operating expense the 
purchase price thereof, commonly re
ferred to as the "field price." . However, 
when it produces its own gas, it is not 
allowed as an operating expense the 
going field price for such gas, but the 
Commission includes these producing 
and gathering properties on a public
utility basis. This results in the com
panies receiving a price for their gas 
which varies from the field price down to 
zero. Under this method of treatment 
by the Commission, the result is reached 
whereby different prices are allowed for 
the same product depending upon who 
owns it. This result is characterized by 
Justice Jackson of the United States Su
preme Court as being "delirious," "fan
tastic," and "capricious." He also said 
that such a result "does not make sense 
to me"-Colorado Interstate Gas Co. 
v. Federal Power Commission et al. (324 
U. S. 581). H. R. 4051 would eliminate 
these absurd results by permitting the 
interstate trunk-line companies to re
ceive the going field price for all gas, 
whether produced by them or purchased 
from other sources. 
. Mr. MILLER of Maryland. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HUGH D. SCOTT, JR. I yield to 
the gentleman from Maryland. 

Mr. MILLER of Maryland. Is it not a 
fact that, under that ruling that Justice 
Jackson is referring to, it has gotten to 
the point where, because of technical 
rulings, the_Y charge different prices for 
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the same gas that comes out of the same 
well if it happens to be under joint own
ership or more than one party in interest 
in the well? 

Mr. HUGH D. SCOTT, JR. That is my 
understanding. Precisely that result can 
be arrived at under the circumstances 
the gentleman has mentioned. 

Mr. MILLER of Maryland. Even 
though it comes right from the very 
same source. It just depends on who 

· owns it. 
Mr. HUGH D. SCOTT, JR. That is 

right; and it is similar to other impos
sible conclusions which are arrived at 
when you have a legislative situation such 
as we have in this case, complicated by . 
the type of administration from which 
industry so often su1Iers and continues 
to suffer. 

Mr. MILLER of Maryland. And this 
present act will cure that situation, as I 
understand? 

Mr. HUGH D. SCOTT, JR. I under
stand it will. That is my belief. 

Mr. ZIMMERMAN. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HUGH D. SCOTT, JR. I yield to 
the gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. ZIMMERMAN. Will the gentle
man please turn to page 4 of the report 
showing a diagram of interstate trunk 
pipe lines. What I want to know is this: 
We will say, for example, at Y there are 
two pipe lines going through my district. 
So far our people have not been able to 
tap these pipe lines, and avail themselves 
of this gas. As the law has been inter
preted by the Federal Power Commis
sion, on the line that goes out from Y 
to city B for distribution of gas to the 
people in that city, the rates are fixed by 
the Federal Power Commission. They 
have control over those rates; is that 
right? 

Mr. HUGH D. SCOTT, JR. I would 
think so;. yes. 

Mr. ZIMMERMAN. And the Commis
sion in the State that deals with the mat
ter of making rates would not have con
trol as they have over other utilities; is 
that right? 

Mr. HUGH D. SCOTT, JR. That is one 
of the matters which we are anxious to 
clarify. 

Mr. ZIMMERMAN. Now, then, this 
bill would place the fixing of rates, the 
price of gas in that city, in the State 
Public Utility Commission; is that cor
rect? 

Mr. HUGH D. SCOTT, JR. I so un
derstand. If I ·am in error, I hope the 
author of the bill, who is present, will 
correct me, but that is my understand
ing. 

Mr. ZIMMERMAN. One of the rea
sons these companies refuse to go on 
making these improvements is that they 
do not want to get under dual author
ity, the Federal Power Commission in 
Washington and the State public serv
ice commission, which likewis-e fixes 
rates. That woUld create confusion. 
For that reason, our people are not get
ting gas where they could get it and 
where they nee.P it very badly. Is that 
one of the things the gentleman says 
this bill will do? 

Mr. HUGH D. SCOT!', JR. I believe 
t~e gentleman is right on that. 

Mr. ZIMMERMAN. I want to make 
that clear. , 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
· 5 minutes to the gentleman from Ten
nessee [Mr. PRIEsT]. 

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Chairman, I agree 
with the gentleman from Oklahoma who 
offers the bill and with the majority of 
the members of the committee that some 
legislation is needed at this time to cla~
ify the Natural Gas Act, to make cer
tain that the Federal Power Commission 
does not have jurisdiction over the pro
duction and gathering of natural gas, 
particularly by independent operators. 

I attended these hearings and listened 
to most of the testimony before the Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce when this bill was being heard. 
We had a very heavy volume of testi
mony. It is my feeling at this time, be
cause of certain circumstances, that the 
Rizley b111 now pending, as reported by 
the committee, covers too wide a field, 
and that ue should have at this time 
some simple legislation clarifying that 
one particular phase of the act, and 
should wait until after the Federal Pow
er Commission has completed the inves
tigation under Docket G-580, a very 
comprehensive investigation that has 
been going on for some time, before· we 
attempt to go as far as I believe this 
bill does go in attacking some of the 
more complex problems in the gas in
dustry and in the transportation and 
regulation of natural gas in interstate 
commerce. 

I have prepared a very brief bill that 
I believe would do all the Congress might 
be justified in doing at this time. I be
lieve later, perhaps, some of the provi
sions in the Rizley bill should be enacted 
into law. I believe, however, before that 
·is done we should have more complete 
information on the effect of some of the 
provisions in this bill. I believe we can 
get that information when the Federal 
Power Commission bas completed the 
investigation now under way and has 
submitted the result of that investigation 
to the industry and made a report to the 
Congress. 

The bill I have prepared simply amends 
the Natural Gas Act by making it very 
clear that the Federal Power Commis
sion does not have any jurisdiction over 
the independent production and gather
ing of natural gas. There are a few other 
paragraphs in it which are simply defini
tions. The word "production" is defined. 
The word "gathering" is defined, "trans
portation of natural gas" is defined, and 
"sale at arms length" is defined. 

Mr. Chairman, I have been just a little 
disturbed by what I consider to be rather 
far-reaching provisions of the bill now 
before us. I wish to cite one instance. 
We find in section 1 (c) of the Rizley 
bill this language. I would ·direct my 
question here to the author of the bill. 
On page 2, line 17, we find this language: 

This limitation of jurisdiction shall con
trol all other provisions of this act. 

I have checked pretty carefullY, and it 
seems to me that if we include that lan
guage, for instance, in tbis bill, we take 
a way from the Federal Power Commis
sion all jurisdiction over exports and im-

ports of natural gas covered by section 3 
of the original Natural Gas Act. 

I wonder if the gentleman has looked 
into that. I would like to have his com
ment on that particular language in the 
bill. 

Mr. RIZLEY. I will say to my dis
tinguished friend from Tennessee that 
that question, of course, as you know, has 
been raised by the Federal Power Com
mission from time to time. I do not put 
that interpretation on it at all. Section 
C provides for a limitation to a certain 
specific part of the bill, and this lan
guage, "This limitation of jurisdiction 
shall control all other provisions of this 
act," certainly would, in my humble opin
ion, mean that we are striking out all of 
the controls that the Federal Power 
Commission has under the terms of the 
Natural Gas Act. 

Mr. PRIEST. The limitation is here 
in that section-that this limitation shall 
control all other provisions of the act. It 
is my very sincere opinion, after reading 
section 3 of the act, which deals with 
transportation, that the export and im
portation certainly is covered by this 
limitation. 

Mr. RIZLEY. I think my friend from 
Tennessee would be enlightened if he 
would return to the sectional analysis 
of the bill, which is found on page 11 of 
the report and which deals with the 
specific question that the gentleman 
raises. I will read it to the gentleman: 

The new subsection (c) is complementary 
to subsection (b), and provides that the jur
isdiction of the Commission shall not extend 
to any transportation or sale or facility or 
operation to which, under subsection (b), 
the provisions of the act are not to apply. 
It is further declared that this limitation of 
jurisdiction shall control all other provisions 
of the act. · 

Mr. PRIEST. There is nothing in sub
section (b), however, relating to export 
and import. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PRIEST. I yield. 
Mr. HARRIS. The gentleman men

tioned this matter to me a little while 
ago, and I made some inquiries about it. 
My information is that the procedure 
with reference to the exportation of na
tural gas is under an Executive order of 
the President of, I believe, 1942, by 
which he authorizes the Commission to 
make certain investigations and findings, 
and from that authority the companies 
which are interested in the exportation 
of gas may proceed to export gas. 

·Mr. PRIEST. At the same time, how
ever, I might ·say to my colleague that 
section 3 of the act is that section spe
cifically providing for the Commission's 
jurisdiction over exports and imports. 

Mr. HARRIS. But, of course, if the 
President of the United States has per
mission to make certain findings, they 
are not likely to do that even though they 
might protect their jurisdiction in con
nection with this particular matter. 
However, I would.have no objection that 
it be clarified so as to make certain. 

Mr. PRIEST. I thank the gentleman. 
I referred to that simply to emphasize 
my feeling in the matter that perhaps 
we are getting into fields here which 
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have not been properly explored and that 
perhaps a simple act would do the job for 
the time being. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PRIEST. I yield to the gentle
man from Texas. 

Mr. RAYBURN. It was in 1935 that 
gas was covered in title III, I believe, of 
the Utility Holding Company Act. At 
that time I understood that act and I 
think I understood the act of 1938 pretty 
well, although I had retired from the 

· committee then. To be entirely frank 
with the gentleman and with those who 
are handling this legislation, I have been 
trying to understand this bill, and I am 
still confused. L do not know whether 
the Commission should make a further 
study of this matter or whether the com
mittee should make a further study of 
it. I do not know what this bill means, 
to be frank with you. I have listened 
to the distinguished gentleman from 
Oklahoma and the distinguished gen
tleman from Arkansas. I am still a 
little confused. But I am not confused 
about the substitute which I assume the 
gentleman is going to offer. I am not 
confused about what that means. I 
think we can all agree on that part of 
the bill, and allow us to study this so 
that some of us who have been follow
ing this thing so long and who are tre
mendously interested in anything ·that 
will rip up any major part of this bill, 
may not be passed. I want to vote for 
this bill, but I think we would be much 
wiser if we voted for that part of the 
bill that we do understand, that every
one can understand, and that will ·really 
give relief to these little well owners and 
take them out of interstate commerce, 
and see where they are. I am a little 
fearful of this bill and its implications, 
as far as I am capable of understanding 
them. · 

Mr. PRIEST. I appreciate the gentle
man's remarks. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Tennessee has again 
expired. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the gentleman two additional minutes. 

Mr. CARROLL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PRIEST. I yield. 
Mr. CARROLL. I can understand my 

uncertainty about the bill if the minor
ity leader, with all his great experience, 
is somewhat confused. The gentleman 
from Arkansas [Mr. HARRIS], in 'a very 
able presentation, said that the Federal 
Power Commission had exceeded its 
jurisdiction. That has been sustained 
by many court decisions, h r.s it not? 

Mr. PRIEST. Yes. I think that is 
true. However, I want to keep the Com
mission within its jurisdiction. I want 
to be certain that they do not exceed it. 
I am not here arguing for the Commis
sion. 
· Mr. CARROLL. I am asking this 

question of the gentleman because he 
has followed the matter very closely. 
The second point that the gentleman 
from Arkansas [Mr. HARRIS] made was 
that this proposed legislation will change 
the formula, · production, gatheting, 
transportation, and distribution. If that 

formula is changed, will there not be a 
corresponding change in the gas rate to 
the consumers? 

Mr. PRIEST. It is my personal opin
ion that there will be an increase. I do 
not know what effect sections 5 and 5% 
in this bill may have upon the consum
ers. It is my opinion that it will result 
in higher rates. Perhaps some higher 
rates are justified. I am not an author
ity on that subject, but I think any fair
minded person will agree that there is 
quite likely to be an increase in rates to 
the consumers as a result of this legis
lation. 

Mr. CARROLL. Can the gentleman 
inform us, is this litigation, all this liti
gation in the courts upon this contest, 
because of the Federal Power Commis
sion exercising its authority to regulate 
rates to the consumer? Is that not the 
purpose of all this legislation which will 
be modified by this present act, if the 
Congress adopts it? 

Mr. PRIEST. I think that cases in 
court and the decisions of the court have 
resulted in the desire for this legislation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Tennessee has again 
expired. 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re
marks . in the RECORD just before the 
passage of House Joint Resolution 233 
earlier this afternoon. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
it is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield the remaining time to the gentle
man from Ohio [Mr. CARSON]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Ohio is recognized for 11 minutes. 

Mr. CARSON. Mr. Chairman, I am 
interested in two things in this bill. The 
first is the public convenience, and, sec
ond, the conservation of gas. It seems 
positively ridiculous to me to know and 
to learn that over 2,000,000,000 cubic feet 
of gas have been flared in the Southwest 
while we in the North and Northwest are 
freezing every winter. 

It is a fact, and undisputed, that thou
sands of men in my district are out of 
work every winter because we do not have 
gas. That is one of the reasons I was so 
glad to join with my col.leagues in intro
ducing a similar bill, with the gentleman 
from Oklahoma [Mr. RIZLEY] and Sen
ator MooRE. They introduced bills as 
producers. Senator FERGUSON of Michi
gan and I introduced similar bills as con
sumers. 

Here is a fact that disturbes me, that 
we have to come to the floor of this House 
time and time again to tel; someone the 
intent of this Congress. Somebody men
tioned a few moment ago that the courts 
have upheld the Federal Power Commis
sion. Even if they have upheld it, is that 
any reason why we should not once and 
for all clarify the congressional intent 
and eliminate this terrible confusion 
which has caused this nonproduction in 
the field? I want to bring that to the 
attention of this committee very forcibly 
by some of the language of the Chairman 
of the Federal Power Commission him
self. We started hearings on this bill on 
April 14, and they continued for an en- . 

tire week. We then gave the Federal 
Power Commission the 28th and 29th of 
May to come in. They had a month's 
time. They were before our committee 
on numerous occasions, but the substitute 
which the gentleman who just preceded 
me mentioned, did not come to our com
mittee until July 1. I have not even seen 
it. I do not know what it is all about. 
But I do know what the intent of Con
gress was and I do know what the con
tention is, that people in the South and 
Southwest will no longer be subject to all 
this terrible confusion that is causing us 
not to get gas in the Midwest. 

It is the effort of the Federal Power 
Commission to assert jurisdiction over 
the production and gathering of natural 
gas, and over local distribution, which 
the agency has done in contravention of 
the intent of Congress, that has the effect 
of denying or destroying a free and un
restricted market for natural gas where 
produced. 

These continued administrative exten
sions of jurisdiction by the Federal Power 
Commission are having the effect of hold
ing back and restraining field develop
ments for gas. They will normally de
press and interfere with the prices for 
which gas can be sold in the field. · 

Oil companies an<~ producers of gas are 
becoming more reluctant to produce, 
save, gather, and deliver their gas to in
terstate pipe lines because they are fear
ful that the Federal Power Commission 
Will subject them to the jurisdiction of 
that Commission and declare them to be 
natural-gas companies. 

We had several governors-as a matter 
of fact, there are 33 different States in
terested in this matter. Governor Carl
son, a former Member of the House, flew 
from Kansas and testified before the 
committee. Those governors who could. 
not appear before the committee filed 
statements. Read the 700 pages of the 
hearings and you will see the interest and 
the terrible confusion that these people 
have because of the usurpation of power 
by the FPC. 

The Natural Gas Act was passed in 
1938, and it was only 6 months, or ap
proximately so, before we had the Co
lumbia case coming up. This was a case 
in which the Federal Power Commis
sion asserted the right to regulate the 
price which a producer and gatherer of 
gas received from an interstate pipe-line 
company. 

This assertion of jurisdiction over a 
mere producer and gatherer of gas was 
vigorously protested by the States of 
Kentucky and West Virginia and many of 
the oil companies. After almost 8 
months of deliberation, a majority of the 
Commission reached the correct conclu
sion ~nd asserted that they did not have 
jurisdiction over it. 

State officials came before us and 
warned us that the reluctance of some 
gas producers to sell their gas for inter
state marketing was interfering with the 
progress of conservation measures, and 
is a contributing factor to the continuous 
flaring of casing-head gas. 

Almost without exception everyone 
who appeared so far manifested concern 
with respect to this matter and strongly 
urged clarifying the situation and s_etting 
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definitely at rest the doubts and uncer
tainties which now prevail. 

Something was mentioned a few mo
ments ago about the Illinois Commission 
of Commerce. An amendment, I think in 
section 6 of this bill, was made at the sug
gestion of the Illinois Commission of 
Commerce and was one of the ·best 
amendments in the bill. It will give these 
gas companies the opportunity to get gas 
to the distributors at all times, especially 
in the wintertime. 

Now, if there is any question about this 
language, I wish somebody would inter
pret it for me different from what I find 
it in the act. 

I want to refer to section 1 (b) of the 
Natural Gas Act and ask you if there is 
any dispute or doubt about this lan
guage: 

(b) The provisions of this act shall apply 
to the transportation of natural gas in inter
state commerce, to the sale in interstate com
merce of natural gas for resale for ultimate 
public consumption for domestic, commerial, 
industrial, or any other use, and to natural
gas companies engaged in such transporta
tion or sale, but shall not apply to any other 
transportation or sale of natural gas or to 
the local distribution of natural gas or to 
the facillties used for such distribution or to 
the production or gathering of natural gas. 

That language seems very clear to me, 
but it was only 6 months after that we 
find the Federal Power Commission go
ing in and attempting to usurp this 
authority. 

I want to call your attention to how 
this hearing started or this investigation 
we heard about this afternoon. If you 
will turn to page 668 of the hearings, you 
will find this language in about the mid
dle of the page, which was stated by 
Mr. Manly, who was then Chairman of 
the Federal Power Commission:· 

The Federal Power Commission has no de
sire to extend its jurisdiction to cover the 
production of natural gas or otherwise invade 
what are properly regarded as the functions 
of the conservation authorities of the several 
States. 

Then, again, Chairman Manly, on July 
21, 1945, same page, wrote: 

It seems desirable, therefore, to declare in 
unequivocal language that the Commission 
has no desire or intent to extend its jurisdic
tion as regards either oil production or 
petroleum pipe lines. 

That seems pretty clear to me. Let 
me go a little further. Much was said . 
about the Interstate case. The Inter
state case was a matter that came up in 
Louisiana along some of the same lines 
we are trying to avoid confusion in right 
now. 

Mr. Smith, Chairman of the Federal 
Power Commission, laid a lot of stress 
upon this Interstate case. It was argued 
on May 2, and he said that decision in 
that case will soon be made. 

The gentleman from Maine [Mr. 
HALE] asked a few questions which 
might be interesting. If you will look on 
page 693 of the hearings you will find the 
following questions: 

Mr. HALE. I want to ask a question about 
this socalled Interstate Case that was argued 
on May 2, in which the Court will decide what 
the jurisdiction of the Commission was with 
respect to certain transactions in Louisiana. 

Mr. SMITH. Yes. sir. 

Mr. HALE. Do you expect that decision 
will come down before the summer recess? 

Mr. Smith did not answer that ques
tion, neither could any one else. Mr. 
Smith said: 

It might, or it might not, depending on 
how much difference of opinion there is in 
the Court. I have no way of answering that 
question. 

Mr. HALE. Do you think that the construc
tion which the Court puts on the act will 
be very illuminating to our committee in 
considering legislation? 

That is another question that it is 
rather difficult to answer. Mr. Smith 
stated: 

I most certainly do, because I do not think 
that, in view of the great significance that 
has been attached by the industry spokes
man to that case which is still undecided by 
the Court, it can ·be fairly said that any
body knows for sure what the law is now, 
or, therefore, what your problem of amend
ment may be to effectuate whatever your 
purposes are. 

The gentleman from Maine [Mr. HALE] 
pursued it a little bit further and stated: 

Mr. HALE. If the Court sustains your ex
ercise of jurisdiction you will say tllat the 
statute should not be amended? 

Mr. Smith stated: 
No, I would not go that far. 

He further stated on page 194: 
Mr. HALE. Do you think that if the Court 

goes what we might say . was too far, in or
der to extend the jurisdiction of the Fed
eral Power Commission to the gatherer then 
we might have to pass amendatory legisla
tion, somewhat as we did in the portal-to
portal case, because the Court had gone too 
far? 

Mr. SMITH. My answer to your question is 
yes. 

Now, if you read the report which the 
committee filed in this case, you will find 
that the Interstate case has been decided 
and the Supreme Court has gone too far. 
They have not only gone to the end of the 
pipe line; they have gone to the bottom 
of the well. Which is only another rea
son why this bill should be passed. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Ohio has expired. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the balance of my time to the gentle
man from Texas [Mr. BECKWORTH]. 

Mr. BECKWORTH. Mr. Chairman, 
there were extensive hearings on this leg
islation. There is no question but what 
those who were and are interested in it, 
pro and con, were given an opportunity 
to be heard. That is one thing that we 
can always say 'about our Chairman. He 
does not believe in preventing anyone 
from having an opportunity to be heard 
who requests and desires so to do. 

I was particularly impressed by the 
statement made by the oil and gas people 
of my own State of Texas. All of you 
know that Texas is a producing State. 
We produce much gas and much oil in 
that State. We feel that we have almost 
set a pattern as to wise methods of con
servation in the State of Texas. I know 
that Colonel Thompson, the chairman 
of our Texas Railroad Commission, and 
a man who has had experience for nearly 
20 years in the regulating of oil and gas, 

came before our committee and said that 
every effort is being made at present to 
conserve gas in Texas, and he mentioned 
the fact that no gas from gas wells is 
being wasted today, but he did not go so 
far as to say that gas from oil wells is 
not being wasted today. I have great 
confidence in what the States can do 
with reference to conservation, and I 
think Texas is one of the best examples 
there is. By no means do I mean · to 
imply that other States have not done 
good jobs in conservation. Not only did 
Colonel Thompson indicate that this 
legislation is very greatly desirable and 
highly necessary at this time, not some 
time in the future, but many producers 
likewise indicated the same thing. They 
said that because of the situation today 
they feel uncertain in steps they prob
ably would take in the way of conserva
tion and utilization of gas. I know that 
they mean what they say when they say 
that. There are plenty of those produc
ers, those people who go out and explore, 
that have ample resources to proVide 
facilities conducive to further utiliza
tion and conservation of gas. 

The gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. 
PRIEST] has offered another bill; a bill 
that he proposes to recommend as a 
substitute. 

Section (b), beginning on line 5, page 
1 of the bill, reads, in part, as follows, 
and I am not going to try to read all of it: 

"The provisions of this act shall apply, to 
the extent hereinafter provided, to the trans
portation of natural gas in interstate com
merce, to the sale in inte-state commerce 
of natural gas for resale for ultimate public 
consumption for domestic, commercial, in
dustrial, or any other use, and to natural- . 
gas companies engaged in such transporta
tion or sale, but shall not apply to any other 
transportation or sale of natural gas or to its 
transportation between the well or wells 
where produced and the point of its delivery 
to or reception in the interstate trunk trans
mission facilities of a natural-gas· company 
or to any sale thereof at or prior to such 
point of delivery or reception or to the pro
duction or gathering of natural gas, or to the 
producing, gathering, treating, or processing 
facilities utilized or operations conducted in 
handling or preparing such gas for delivery 
or reception at such point, or to the local dis
tribution of natural gas or to local distribu
tion facilities-

And so forth, down to the words "all . 
as hereafter defined." 

The first 5 lines define the positive ju
risdictional power of the Commission and 
are practically the exact language of the 
present law. That is unquestioned. Of 
course, it is the present law with which 
fault is being found. This is the lan
guage the courts have said should pre
vail over the negative language, where 
the "but'' begins, which is set forth fol
lowing the positive provisions in the orig
inal Natural Gas Act. The negative pro
visions which constitute the restrictions 
on the jurisdiction of the Federal Power 
Commission conflict with the jurisdic
tional language first set forth. The lan
guage beginning with line 6 on page 2 is 
as follows: 

To the sale of such gas at arm's length prior 
to its transportation in interstate commerce, 
all as hereinafter defined. 

This is an important point, I feel. This 
gives to the Commission the responsibil-
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ity for inqmrmg into and determining 
the facts in each sale. Thus is retained 
the power which has caused to some ex
tent at least the presently existing con
fusion within the industry which leaves 
each operator in the same uncertain po
sition of not knowing definitely whether 
he is subject to the jurisdiction of the 
Federal Power Commission and is, in fact, 
a natural-gas company. In other words, 
if his bill should be substituted, frankly, 
I fear we would be almost in the same 
position we are now. 

I have a practical case in my own dis
trict. We think that one of the outstand..: 
ing cont!·ibutions of recent years in the 
gas industry has been made by the Chi
c~Jgo Corp. That corporation has a plant 
at Carthage, Tex. They had the inge
nuity to undertake to obtain gasoline 
from gas, and they have built a good 
plant at Carthage, Tex., and are today 
successfully running it. That was made 
possible by venture capital. In this day 
when we want more opportunities for 
more people, it behooves us all to en
courage the utilization of venture capital. 
But this company has had difficulty. It 
has had its trials and its tribulations. 
Mr. Richard Wagner wrote me this let
ter on June 3, 1947. He says: 

As you doubtless know-, the Federal Power 
Commission advised us that before the hear
ings were resumed on the Rizley bill they 
were going to issue an order the next day 
finding us to be clear of any of the provi
sions of the Natural Gas Act. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex
pired. The Clerk will read the bill for 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Be it enacted, etc., That subsection (b) of 

section 1 of the Natural Gas Act, approved 
June 21, 1938, is amended to read as follows: 

"(b) The provisions of this act shall apply, 
to the extent hereinafter provided, to the 
transportation of natural gas in interstate 
commerce, to the sale.in interstate commerce 
of natural gas for resale for ultimate public 
consumption for domestic, commercial, in
dustrial , or any other use, and to natural gas 
companies engaged in such transportation or 
sale, but shall not apply to any other trans
pJrtation or sale of natural gas or to its 
transportation between the well or wells 
where produced and the point of its delivery 
to or reception in the interstate trunk trans
mission facilities of a natural gas company 
or to any sale thereof at or prior to such point 
of delivery or reception or to the production 
or gathering of natural gas, or to the pn>
ducing, gathering, treating, or processing fa
cilities utilized or operations conducted in 
handling or preparing such gas for delivery 
or reception · at such point, or to the local 
d istribution of natural gas or to local distri
bution facilities. 

"(c) The jurisdiction of the Commission 
under this act, including but not limited to 
rate regulatory authority and supervisory 
control, shall not extend to or over any trans
portation or sale or facility or operation to 
which, under the provisions of subdivision 
(b) of this section, the provisions of this act 
shall not apply. ·This limitation of jurisdic
tion shall control all other provisions of this 
act." 

SEc. 2. Subsection (5) of section 2 of said 
Natural Gas Act is amended to read as 
follows: · 

"(5) 'Natural gas' means either gas in its 
natural state as produced from the well, or 
residue gas from gas in its natural state, 
from casinghead gas or from other gaseous 
substance after extraction of hydrocarbon 

liquids, or any mixture of natural and arti
ficial gas." 

SEc. 3. Subsection (6) of section 2 of said 
Natural Gas Act is amended to read as fol
lows: 

"(6) 'Natural-gas company• means a per
son engaged in the transportation of natural 
gas in interstate commerce subject to the 
jurisdiction o;f the Commission as in this act 
defined, or the sale in interstate commerce 
after the commencement of such transporta
tion of natural gas for resale subject to the 
jurisdiction of the Commission, as in this act 
defined, but to the extent only that such 
person is engaged in such transportation and 
sale; but such term does not include (a) 
any person that transports natural gas solely 
as a common carrier subject to part I of the 
Interstate Commerce Act, as amended, or 
(b) any person engaged in local distribution 
within a State who receives natural gas 
within or at the border of such State and 
sells and delivers such gas (i) to the gen
eral public for ultimate consumption there
in, or (ii) to another person engaged in local 
distribution within the same State who sells 
and delivers such gas to the general public 
for ultimate consumption therein." 

SEc. 4. ~ection 2 of said Natural Gas Act 
is further amended by adding thereto the 
·following definitions: 

" ( 10) 'Production' means the recovery of 
natural gas from ·reservoirs where naturally 
found and also the recovery of residue gas 
from natural gas, casinghead gas, or other 
gaseous substance by any method or treat
ment or processing through removal of 
natural gasoline, butanes, and other hydro
carbons or other chemicals or substances of 
commercial value, whether such recovery be 
made prior to, during, or incident to the 
transportation of natural gas in interstate 
commerce, and includes the delivery and sale 
of natural gas from production facilities at 
any point thereon, whether such delivery ~nd 
sale be in interstate or intrastate commerce. 
'Production facilities' means the land, lease
holds, wells, separators, extraction plants, 
and other facilities used for or incident to 
such production. 

" ( 11) 'Gathering' means the operation of 
gathering facilities and includes the delivery 
and sale of natural gas from such facilities, 
at any point thereon, whether such delivery 
and sale be in interstate or intrastate com
merce; and 'gathering facilities' means fa
cilities used for or incident to moving, by 
natural or mechanical pressure, natural gas 
produced or purchased in the production and 
gathering area to the point or points of de
livery into inlets of the trunk transmission 
facilities used for the transportation of nat
ural gas in interstate commerce subject to 
the jurisdiction of the Commission. 

"(12) 'Transportation of natural gas in In
terstate commerce' or 'transportation of 
natural gas in interstate commerce subject 
to the jurisdiction of the Commission' means 
and is limited to the operation of moving 
natural gas In interstate commerce through 
the whole or a portion of the trunk transmis
sion facilities of a natural-gas company or 
companies (including facilities or properties 
for surface or underground storage) which 
facilities commence at the trunk pipe-line 
compressor station or stations or main receiv
ing point or points established by a natural 
gas company for the purpose of receiving gas 
from gathering facilities or from processing 
plants for transportation, and extend there
from to the point or points in the State of 
local distribution or on the boundary of such 
State, at which such natural gas moves from 
the trunk transmission facilities of a person 
into the local distribution or trunk trans
mission facilities of another person who sells 
such natural gas in local distribution. If, be
fore local distribution occurs, natural gas is 
transported across a State boundary line in 
trunk transmission facilities of the person 
who sells such natural ga~;; to consumers in 

local distribution, then the transportation 
of such natural gas by such person, up to, but 
not beyond the point at which it enters the 
pressure reducing, or measuring station, or 
local distribution facilities of such person, 
shall be transportation of natural gas in in
terstate commerce subject to the jurisdiction 
of the Commtssion. 

" ( 13) 'Sale in interstate commerce of 
natural gas for resale' or 'sale in interstate 
commerce of natural gas for resale subject to 
the jurisdiction of the Commission' means 
and is limited to such sale when made after 
the transportation of natural gas in inter
state commerce subject to the jurisdiction 
of the Commission. 

"(14) 'Local distribution' means the opera
tion of local distribution facilities and in
cludes the delivery or sale of gas therefrom; 
and 'local distribution facilities' means pipe 
lines and other facilities used for or incident 

. to the distribution of natural gas to the gen
eral public within a community or distribu
tion area for ultimate public consumption 
for domestic, commercial, industrial, and 
any other purpose." 

SEc. 5. Said Natural Gas Act is amended by 
·adding thereto the following section: 

"SEC. 57'2. The Commission in its regulation 
of rates and charges of a natural-gas com
~any for the transportation and sale of 
natural gas subject to its jurisdiction and in 
the· exercise of all its other functions under 
this act shall be governed and controlled by 
the following provisions: 

"(a) It shall allow to a natural-gas com
pany as an operating expens..: an amount de
termined as follows: ( 1) the actual prices 
paid for gas purchased if the purchase is 
made by a natural-gas company from non
affiliates and nonsubsidiaries; (2) if the gas 
is produced by a natural-gas company or 
purchased from a subsidiary or affiliate, the 
prevailing market price in the field or fields 
where produce( for' natural gas of com
parable quality, volume and pressure, de
livered under similar conditions, if such mar
ket price exists in said field; or, if there is 
no prevailing market price for such natural 
gas in said field or fields in which produced, 
the fair and reasonable value of such gas, 
taking into consideration prevailing prices 
for natural gas of a comparable quality, 
volume and pressure, delivered under similar 
conditions in the general vicinity, and other 
pertinent factors, provided such value shall 
exclude a calculatEd value for such gas based 
upon the producer's investment in and cost 
of the properties from which such · gas is 
produced and shall be restricted to the pur
poses of this section; and (3) reasonable com
pensation for gathering all of such gas pro
duced by such natural-gas company or pur
chased by a subsidiary or affiliate of such 
natural-gas company, and for delivering the 
same to the inlet or inlets of the transmis
sion facilities of such natural-gas company: 
Provided, That a natural-gas company own
ing production facilities or gathering facili
ties, or both, upon the date when this sub
section takes effect may elect, by filing a 
written statement with the Commission not 
later than 90 days after such date, that its 
production and gathering facilities . then 
owned and thereafter acquired shall be in
cluded with its facilities used for the trans
portation of natural gas in interstatJ com
merce in any determination by the Commis
sion of the rates and charges of such com
pany subject to the jurisdiction of the Com
mission; and after the exercise of such elec
tion, the provisions of clauses numbered (2) 
and (3) of this subsection shall not be ap
plied by the Commission in determining such 
rates and charges. 

"(b) If a natural-gas company is engaged 
1n operations and activities which are not 
Within the Commission's jurisdiction, the 
Commission, prior to the fixation and de
termination of the ra~e base and the rates 
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subject to the jurisdiction of the Commis
sion, shall (1) segregate from all the prop
erty and facilities of such natural-gas com
pany the property and facilities used in the 
operations and activities subject to the Com
mission's jurisdiction under this act by 
proper allocation made in accordance with 
the use to which the property and facilities 
are devoted; (2) segregate from all the 
revenues of such natural-gas company the 
revenues received from its operations and 
activities subject to the Commission's juris
diction under this act; (3) segregate from all 
the expenses of such natural-gas company 
the expenses incurred or expended in the 
operations and activities subject to the Com
mission's jurisdiction under this act by 
proper allocation made in accordance with 
the use to which the property and facilities 
of such natural-g;1s company are devoted; 
and ( 4) in making such segregations and 
allocations of property, revenues, and ex
penses; the Commission shall not assign to · 
the jurisdictional class of property, opera
tions, and activities any of the properties, 
revenues, or expenses of a nonjurisdictional 
class of properties, operations, and activities." 

SEc. 6. Section 7, as amended, of said Nat
ural Gas Act is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following subsection: 

"(h) It shall be the duty of e·very natural 
gas company furnishing natural gas directly 
or indirectly to any distributing company 
for distribution and resale to the public as a 
public utility service to furnish and supply 
service which is reasonable, having re~ard 
to the public utility character :thereof, and 
to the duty of such distributing company 
to supply reasonable service to its customers. 
The Commission shall have power upon com
plaint or upon its own motion, after notice 
and opportunity for hearing, by order tore
quire any natural gas company to perform 
its obligations under this subsection and to 
install and maintain such service· instru
mentalities as shall be reasonably necessary 
for that purpose. With respect to trunk 
transmission facilities this subsection is sub
ject to the proviso contained in subsection 
(a) of this section." 

SEc. 7. (a) Subparagraph (b) of para
graph (1) of section 1 of the Interstate Com
merce Act, as amended, is amended to read 
as follows: 

" (b) The transportation of oil or other 
commodity, except water and except natural 
or artificial gas, by pipe line, or partly by 
pipe line and partly by railroad or by water; 
or the transportation of natural gas by pipe 
line solely for others for hire, and not en
gaged in the selling of natural gas; or". 

(b) The first sentence of paragraph (3) 
(a) of section 1 of the Interstate Commerce 
Act, as amended, is amended by inserting 
after the words "pipe-line companies" the 
words "subject to the provisions of this 
part." 

Mr. WOLVERTON (interrupting the 
reading of the bill). Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that the further 
reading of the bill be dispensed with and 
that amendments be in order to any part 
of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
Jersey? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Committee amendment: On page 6, line 

22, strike out "a" and insert "such." 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. PRIEST: On page 

1, line 3, strike out all after the enacting 
clause and insert the following: 

"That subsection (b) of section 1 of the 
Natural Gas Act, approved June 21, 1938, 1s 
hereby amended to read as follows: 

" '(b) The provisions of this act shall apply 
to the transportation of natural gas in in
terstate commerce, to the sale in interstate 
commerce of natural gas for resale for ulti
mate public consumption for domestic, 
commercial, industrial, or any other use, 
and to natural-gas companies engaged in 
such transportation or sale, but shall not 
apply to any other transportation or sale of 
natural gas or to the local distribution of 
naural gas or to the facilities used for such 
distribution or to the production or gather
ing of natural gas; or, as to those engaged 
only in production and gathering, to the sale 
of such gas at arm's length prior to its 
transportation in interstate commerce, all 
as hereinafter defined.' 

"Section 2 of the act is amended by adding 
thereto subsections (10), (11), (12), and 
( 13) , as follows: 

"'(10) "Production" means the extrac
tion of natural gas from reservoirs by means 
of wells, including any operations incident 
to production for the separation of casing
head gas from oil or of residue gas from other 
hydrocarbons, and the delivery of such nat
ural or residue gas by the producer to one 
engaged in gathering or transportation with
in the meaning of this act. 

"'(11) "Gathering" means the collecting 
of natural gas from wells of the gatherer or 
other producers by its movement to central 
points through pipe lines and other facilities, 
including those for further processing and 
compression as a part of gathering, and only 
such incidental transportation by the gath
erer as may be necessary for delivery of such 
gas into the transmission facilities used for 
the subsequent transportation of natural gas 
in interstate commerce within the meaning 
of this act. 

"'(12) "Transportation of natural gas in 
interstate commerce within the meaning of 
this act" is limited to the movement of nat
ural gas in interstate commerce through pipe 
lines and related facilities (including· facil
ities for surface or underground storage as a 
part of transportation operations) after the 
completion of production or gathering as 
abo':'e defined, but before the beginning of 
local distribution. 

"'(13) "Sale at arm's length to a natm·al
gas company" means a sale by any individual, 
partnership, association, or corporat.ion not 
standing in such relation to such natural
gas company, by rea-son of voting-stock in
terest, common officers or directors, or other 
evidence of affiliation, that there is liable to 
be such an absence of independent bargain
ing in transactions between them as to be 
contrary to the public interest.'" 

Mr. PRIEST <interrupting the read
ing of the amendment>. Mr. Chairman, 
I ask unanimous consent that the re
mainder of the amendment, which sim
ply consists of definitions, be dispensed 
with and that it be considered as read, 
and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Tennessee? 

Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Chairman, 
reserving the right to object, is this sub
stitute that you are now offering the 
same one that was submitted to us by the 
Federal Power Commission? 

Mr. PRIEST. I will SPY to my chair
man that it is substantially the same. 
There might be a word or two in the lan
guage changed, but substantially it is 
the recommendation submitted to the 
committee and to our chairman by the 
Commission. 

Mr. WOLVERTON. Which is the bill 
that they submitted on or about July 1 
after our hearings had been concluded? 

Mr. PRIEST. Yes. 
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 

to the request of the gentleman from 
Tennessee? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Chairman, as I 

stated when I spoke very briefly in gen
eral debate, I believe there should be some 
legislation on this subject. I agree with 
every member of the committee that 
there should be. I am offering this sug
gestio~. which is a very simple amend
ment clarifying the language with ref
erence to the jurisdiction of the Com
mission over production and gathering in 
an effort to get that part of the law 
clarified and in an effort also to permit 
the Congress to have additional time to 
study these other broader questions of 
end-use, and field prices, and export and 
import, and many of the other rather 
complex problems that grow out of the 
natural gas industry before taking any 
final action of a broad and sweeping na
ture in the revision of this important 
act. 

Mr. RIZLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PRIEST. I yield. 
Mr. RIZLEY. Mr. Chairman, there is 

no one in the House for whom I have 
greater respect than the distinguished 
gentleman from Tennessee. He has been 
very helpful all the way through on this 
legislation. But as he readily admits 
here, this is an amendment which was 
designed by the Feoeral Power Commis
sion itself after all the hearings were 
concluded and after it had become ob
vious, I think to everyone, that we were 
going to have legislation in connection 
with this matter. I think it is a little 
late coming now. There was no chance 
to have further hearings. The hearings 
were closed, The substitute bill was in
troduced as recently as July 7th of this 
year. It was prepared, I believe, as my 
friend said, by the Federal Power Com
mission, the very Commission whose 
opinions we are attempting to correct by 
this legislation. I believe it does come 
a little late now. 

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Chairman, I do not 
have time to yield further, but may I 
say in that respect that this recom
mendation was sent to the committee 
after our committee had asked the Com
mission for its recommendations with 
reference to language that would clarify 
the act following the decision in the 
interstate case. They did not volun
tarily send the letter. At the request 
of the committee the Commission ex
plained their interest in the matter, and 
they wrote language which in their opin
ion should be enacted into law to clarify 
the law. On the basis of that letter and 
on the basis of recommendations' that 
they made and also on the basis of my 
own views on the matter that we should 
have a simple act clarifying it at this 
time, I introduced this amendment. I 
regret very much that I did not have 
time to present this matter to the com
mittee before the committee had finished 
its hearings because I believe we might 
have obtained some consideration of a 
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more simple measure, · one less broad in 
scope than the bill now before us and 
one that would enable us to be certain 
of the effect on the consumer, tbe pro
ducer, and the transporter, and the 
general effect all the way around. 
Frankly, I am quite uncertain about the 
effect of the broad bill now before us. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PRIEST. I yield. 
Mr. HARRIS. Would not the effect 

of the gentleman's amendment be to in
clude in the present law only this lan
guage, "or, as to those engaged only in 
production and gathering, to the sale of 
such gas at arm's length prior to its 
transportation in interstate commerce, 
all as hereinafter defined." 

Mr. PRIEST. The gentleman is ex
actly correct. That is my opinion of 
what was originally desired in the Rizley 
bill. That is the effect of it. 

Mr. HARRIS. Does not the gentle
man realize that this merely exempts 
a very small percentage of those engaged 
in this industry? Probably 4 or 5 per
cent? 

Mr. PRIEST. I am not sure about the 
percentage. Perhaps it is a compara
tively small percentage. Within a very 
few months we will have before us a very 
comprehensive survey of this whole field 
that has been going on for some time. 

Mr. HARRIS; Will the gentleman 
yield further? 

Mr. PRIEST. I yield. 
Mr. HARRIS. How long has that sur

vey been underway? 
Mr. PRIEST. Well, it has been quite 

some time. I do not know exactly. 
Mr. HARRIS. Has it not been over 2 

years? 
Mr. PRIEST. It has been close to 2 

years, at least. 
Mr. HARRIS. Was it not back in 

March of this year when this hearing 
got under way and the Commission ad
vised us that it expected to have this 
report in a few months, and we have 
not heard anything yet from them? 

Mr. PRIEST. Yes. They advised us 
at that time that they expected to have 
that report in. I understand they will 
have it in within a few months. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. PRIEST] 
has expired. 

Mr. BECKWORTH. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, as has been pointed out 
by the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. 
HARRIS] it is quite obvious that the effect 
of the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. PRIEST] will 
be to continue the kind of words with 
which in the main fault is today being 
found. In other words, the change will 
be very, very nominal. 

Before I was compelled to stop a mo
ment ago, I was trying to give you an 
actual example of the experience of one 
particular company by virtue of delay 
occasioned by failure of the Federal 
Power Commission to act. This com
pany, the Chicago Corp., which today 
is undertaking to make gasoline from 
natural gas, an undertaking, as I said a 
moment ago, which is a strictly venture
capital undertaking, but an undertaking, 

practical as it is, that will set the pace, we 
hope, for much additional utilization of 
gas in its many possible uses. 

This letter was written June 3, 1947, 
by Mr. Richard Wagner, of the Chicago 
Corp.: 

As you doubtless know the Federal Power 
Commission advised us that before the hear
ings were resumed on the Rizley bill they 
were going to issue an order the next day 
finding us to be clear of any of the provisions 
of the Natural Gas Act. This ends 2¥2 years 
of extreme uncertainty in our gas and oil 
operations and enables us now to go ahead 
with some confidence in the expansion of 
those activities. The Federal Power Com
mission's decision likewise should do much 
to clear up some of the fears and thoughts 
of the oil industry generally with respect to 
the application of the Natural Gas Act. 

However, we continue to be of the opinion 
that the act should be amended to clearly 
exempt production, gathering, and processing 
from the jurisdiction of the Federal Power 
Commission. As I told you personally we 
have every intention of doing our bit in 
promoting State conservation through the 
establishment of additional casinghead 
plants to recover fiare gas. However, we 
could go ahead with much more certainty 
1f the act were amended. 

Again I repeat, the important thing to 
people engaged in the industry is to know 
and to know soon where they stand and 
how they stand. 

H. R. 4099, the Priest bill, does not 
correct the field price provisions of the 
present law nor the application of cer
tain rate provisions of the present pow
ers of the Commission. · It has followed 
that properties have been destroyed and 
in many instances operators have been 
discouraged and hesitate to subject 
themselves to the jurisdiction of the 
Commission. 

I want to read just a little from the 
opinion of Justice Jackson. He did give 
an opinion with reference to the field 
price situation that obtains with regard 
to natural gas: 

These orders-

Talking about the orders of the Fed
eral Power Commission-
in some instances result in three different 
prices for gas from the same well. The 
regulated company is a part owner, an un
regulated company is a part owner, · and 
the land owner has a royalty share of the 
production from certain wells. The regu
lated company buys all of the gas for its 
interstate business. It is allowed to pay as 
operating expenses an unregulated contract 
price for its coowner's share and a different 
unregulated contract p;rice for the royalty 
owner's share, but for its own share it is 
allowed substantially less than either. Any 
method of rate making by which an identical 
product from a single well, going to the same 
consumers, has three prices, depending on 
who owns it, does not make sense to me. 

If it does not make sense to Justice 
Jackson in this instance I am afraid it 
is pretty difficult to make sense to some 
of us others. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas has expired. 

Mr. WORLEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the -request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. · 

Mr. WORLEY. Mr. Chairman, in the 
Natural Gas Act of 1938 the Congress 
sought to provide for Federal regulation 
of a zone which properly was the busi
ness of the Federal Government. That 
was the purely interstate phase of this 
great, growing industry. On the produc
ing end the States themselves exercise 
jurisdiction and regulation over conser
vation of the product so that it may be 
devoted to useful purposes, they levy and 
collect taxes on the properties and the 
gas produced. This field of regulation 
is occupied. 

On the retail distribution end, the 
States and the municipalities regulate 
the rates charged to the consumers and 
make other regulations suitable to safety 
and the orderly conduct of the business. 
This, also, is a field of regulation that is 
occupied. 

It was the purely interstate phase
the transmission of natv,ral gas from the 
producing fields on one end and the local 
sales on the other-that the Natural 
Gas Act was designed to cover. 

By extension and self-interpretation, 
the Federal Power Commission, to whom 
administration of the act was delegated, 
has encroached on the authority of State 
and local regulatory agencies. To end 
the confusion and the conflict thus cre
ated there has come a concerted appeal 
from these State officials and from the 
industry to the Congress to amend the 
Natural Gas Act. 

We are asked to make the limits of 
Federal authority so clear that there can 
be no occasion for continuance of the 
present uncertainty. 

Of outstanding importance to the con
sumers is the proposed prohibition on 
what is referred to as the end-use issue. 
There certainly is nothing in the Natu
ral Gas Act or in any other law of this 
Nation which authorizes any agency to 
say what is a "superior" and what an 
"inferior" use of natural gas. It is a 
theory that is repugnant to our life and 
enterprise. Yet, such regulation has been 
attempted by the Federal Power Com
missiOn. It is time that Congress end 
such assumption of power. 

The producers of both natural gas and 
oil are apprehensive at another interpre
tation of the law which has crept in. 
Spokesmen for the Federal Power Com
mission have recently agreed that the 
law does not confer the authority to regu
late the production and the gathering of 
natural gas, yet, as the testimony in the 
recent hearings Clearly proved, by cer
tain of its decisions the Commission has 
attempted such regulation. 

There actually are producers who will 
not contract to sell their gas for fear 
that they will be classified as natural-gas 
companies and be subject to all the Fed
eral regulations applying to such com
panies within the statutory meaning of 
the term. There are thousands of pro
ducers of oil who also produce gas. 

The two resources occur together in 
all but the "dry gas" fields. To produce 
oil it is necessary to produce gas. If 
the Federal Power Commission regulated 
the one it would regulate the production 
of the other. The States themselves reg
Ulate production of both. Such regula
tion is ·the basis of our great successful 
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conservation program. It is a field that 
is already occupied. Federal regulation 
of production and gathering of gas would 
produce a state of confusion and jurisdic
tional chaos that would have a paralyz
ing effect upon the exploration and de
velopment activities all over the Nation. 

The Federal Power Commission con
cedes in one breath that it has no au
thority for that form of regulation and 
in the next urges that it is a matter that 
should be left to its discretion, that there 
are borderline cases which it should 
decide. 

The producers to whom we look for 
assurance of supply of oil and gas and the 
consumers who depend on the efforts of 
the producers are entitled to a final and 
unequivocal decision by the Congress. 
The several oil- and gas-producing States 
are entitled to the assurance that their 
conservation efforts will not be usurped 
by an agency fitted neither by authority 
nor experience to attempt the regulation 
of production and gathering and process-
ing in the field. · 

It is time the Congress should clearly 
delineate exactly what power it intended 
to give the Federal Power Commission in 
this field. Based on the number of let
ters I have received from land and 
royalty owners, independent producers, 
and many others in my district, they feel 
the continued encroachment of the Fed
eral Power Commission would be harm
ful. I hope this committee can and will 
take immediate steps to report suitable 
legislation to the House for action. 

Mr. MUHLENBERG. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise in opposition to the pro forma 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Pennsylvania is recognized. 

Mr. MUHLENBERG. Mr. Chairman, 
I do not expect to take 5 minutes to ask 
the question I wish to ask, but it seems to 
me that for the record we should have 
set forth the parallel position between 
the answer of the Federal Power Com
mission as given this committee and the 
answers the Federal Power Commission 
has given the Committee on Public 
Works, of which I am a member. 

To the Committee on Public Works the 
Federal Power Commission has denied 
time and again in their testimony that 
they ever go beyond the wholesale point 
in sales. Here, apparently, the very op
posite has been the case and they have 
asserted to the committee their juris
diction over retail sales. I would there
fore like to have the point clarified as to 
whether in the one case to us they deny 
it and in the instant case before you they 
declare it. Am I correct? 

Mr. RIZLEY. The gentleman is ab
solutely correct. 

One of the purposes of this bill is to 
keep the Federal Power Commission, so 
to speak, within its own barnyard. The 
State regulatory bodies are supposed to 
look after the retail sales of gas after it 
goes into the hands of the distributing 
companies; they take care of the distrib
uting companies. The jurisdiction of 
the Federal Power Commission can only 
begin where the gas enters the interstate 
line and ends where it leaves the line. 

Mr. MUHLENBERG. That is e.xactly 
the important point of this legislation. 
It seems to me the time has come when 

the Federal Power Commission's juris
diction must be checked, and here is an 
opportunity in this bill at least to assume 
the position that we in Congress believe 
is the right one and the one we want 
followed. I think, therefore, the legis
lation is good and should be passed. 
· Mr. CARROLL. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last four words. 

I rise to speak in favor of the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Tennessee. I do not profess to be an 
expert concerning the provisions of this 
bill but it is crystal clear to me that the 
purpose of this legislation is to deprive 
the Federal Power Commission of its 
jurisdiction to regulate gas rates in the 
protection of the consumer. The pres
ent bill, unless amended, is contrary to 
the public interest. If we permit this 
bill to pass unchallenged we are violating 
the trust reposed in us by virtue of the 
high office which we hold. 

It is openly admitted on the floor of 
this House that the proposed bill will 
change existing law in at least two im
portant respects. Those in favor of the 
bill charge that the Federal Power ·Com
mission has been extending and invoking 
its jurisdiction in the natural gas indus
try by applying a formula for the fixing 
of gas rates contrary to the intent of 
Congress. This is not the first time that 
such an argument has been presented. 
Actually this . very point has been liti
gated in many courts and only recently 
the Supreme Court of the United States 
has upheld the position taken by the 
Federal Power Commission. The truth, 
then, is this. Having exhausted all of 
the legal remedies available in the courts 
of · the Nation, those backing this bill 
now come before the Congress requesting 
that we enact legislation nullifying and 
destroying the interpretations and con
cepts given by court decisions under the 
Natural Gas Act as. passed by Congress 
some years ago. 

There is no doubt about this for those 
sponsoring this legislation would readily 
admit that that is the very purpose of the 
bill. This is to be accomplished by 
changing the present rate-making 
formula now being used by the Federal 
Power Commission. Does anyone deny 
that if we accept the change in formula 
as evidenced by this proposed legislation 
that such change will not result in an in
crease in the gas rate to the consumer? 
That being true, then the whole purpose 
of this legislation will result in a rate in
crease .. 

I have some knowledge of this matter 
although I do not profess to be an expert. 
Not long ago the people of the city of 
Denver, through their representatives, in 
cooperation with the Federal Power Com
mission, were successful in the courts in 
establishing that consumers of natural 
gas were being overcharged. There was 
spirited litigation on this issue and had 
it not been for the jurisdiction of the 
Federal Power Commission there would 
have been no relief to the people of 
Denver. That litigation resulted in the 
repayment to Denver consumers of ap
proximately $4,000,000. This is fresh in 
my mind because the repayment has just 
been made within the last few months. 
If my memory serves me correctly, con
sumers in other areas received additional · 

millions of dollars as a result of the 
vigilance of the Federal Power Commis
sion. 

Now what was the basis of this over
charge? As I understand it, natural-gas 
companies engaged in interstate com
merce were using as a basis for rate-mak
ing purposes certain expenses incurred 
in producing, gathering, transporting, 
and distributing natural gas. I do not 
have the time to go into great detail. 
However, it is sufficient to say that the 
Federal Power Commission and the 
courts have held that there was an un
warranted loading of expenses which in 
turn resulted in unreasonable rates to the 
ultimate consumer. If we now take away 
from the Federal Power Commission its 
present jurisdiction, the inevitable result 
will be higher rates to the consumer. 

The amendment offered by the gentle
man from Tennessee, so he informs me, 
will give to the independent producer, in 
natural-gas areas, complete freedom of 
action; that there will be no control by 
the Federal Power Commission unless 
and until they affiliate themselves with 
that portion 9f the natural-gas industry 
engaged in interstate commerce. If they 
so affiliate themselves they then become 
subject to the jurisdiction of the Com
mission under existing administrative 
and legal interpretations. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CARROLL. I yield to the gentle
man from Arkansas. 

Mr. HARRIS. How does the gentle
man draw a distinction between the 
price of gas in fields owned by transporta
tion companies and natural-gas com
panies, and the independent producers? 

Mr. CARROLL. The only distinction 
I am able to draw at all, because I do not 
have the factual background that the 
gentleman from Arkansas has, is based 
upon his own statement to this body · 
which was to the effect that this bill will 
change the formula, and I submit if you 
change the formula you change the basis 
for rate-making. 

Mr. HARRIS. Does the gentleman be
lieve if he owns a gas field and it belongs 
to a transportation· company that he 
should have the same rate for his gas 
that I would have if I were an independ-· 
ent producer in that same field? 

Mr. CARROLL. Perhaps I can answer 
that in this way: If a large utility goes 
into an area and it leases or takes over 
an independent who becomes a subsidi
ary, then they use that connection to 
build up rates, as they have always done, 
they ought to subject themselves to the 
jurisdiction of the Federal Power Com
mission, assuming movement of gas in 
interstate commerce. 

Mr. HARRIS. Does not the gentleman 
have a local commission in his State that 
adjusts rates to the consumers? 

Mr. CARROLL. The local commission 
has limited jurisdiction. It cannot go 
into these matters of production, gather
ing and transportation. That requires 
a Federal agency that has investigators, 
that has the power of investigation, that 
has the facilities to gather all the facts 
in order to give a proper decision. That 
is the reason I am in favor of the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from 
l'ennessee. 
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Mr. HARRIS. The gentleman, I as

sume, is not familiar with the fact that 
the local conservation commissions of the 
several States, all States, I believe, with 
the exception of one, has complete juris
diction to determine those matters with 
reference to production and gathering? 

Mr. CARROLL. The gentleman from 
Arkansas knows, I am sure, because he 
has much greater knowledge than I have 
on this subject, if it had adequate juris
diction these great companies would not 
be trying to modify the Natural Gas Act 
today. The whole purpose, I submit, and 
I do not impugn the motive of any mem., 
ber of this committee, is to increase the 
gas rate to the consumer. The millions 
of dollars the~r have been required to pay 
back because of overcharges tl:ey will 
now seek to recapture if this bill passes 
without this am~ndment. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CARROLL. I yield to the gentle
man from Louisiana. 

Mr. BROOKS. May I say that my in
terest in this has been largely . from the 
viewpoint of the little independent oper
ator or the little independent producer. 
The statement made by ·Maj. B. A. Har
dey, w:1o represents the independent 
oil and gas operators of the United 
States, is a rather convincing statement 
and from his _viewpoint he feels that 
some legis ation is necessary. 

Mr. CARROLL. I may say to the gen
tleman that the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Tennessee will give 
that complete freedom of action unless 
they affiliate. 

The CHAIRMAN. TLe time of the 
gentleman from Colorado has expired. 

Mr. RIZLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I am sure that the dis
tinguished gentleman from Colorado is 
somewhat confused about the purposes of 
this bill. For his enlightenment I would 
like to call his attention to what the 
Federal Power Commission itself said in 
a staff report that it released about the 
necessity· of some legislation. That was 
after the Commission had spent consid
erable time on this Docket 580 and had 
heard witnesses throughout the country 
not only from the industry, but from 
various other segments of business. 

It is evident from the testimony, indi
cating a widespread atmosphere_ of anxiety 
and uncertainty among State officials and the 
industries concerned-

That is the very matter the gentleman 
is talking about-
that this matter is in need for further clari
fication. A continuance of the existing dis
turbed situation is certain to interfere with 
the effect ive performance in the public in
terest of the duties of both the Federal and 
State regulatory agencies in their respective 
spheres-

That is the Federal Power Commission 
speaking-
and it will also affect adversely the interests 
and actions of oil and gas producers, land 
and royalty owners, and the transmission 
companies which purchase gas in the field. 
It may be expected, also, that unless this 
1ssue is clarified, the results will be detri· 
mental to those who consume natural gas 
and to the efforts of conservation authoritiea 
to prevent its waste. 

That is from the Federal Power Com
mission, from a staff report released after 
they had had these months of investiga
tion. 

Now, who is going to make this clarifi
cation? Here is the Federal Power 
Commission which has been in existence 
for 9 years. I offered this bill. The 
Federal Power Commission was there 
and testified. They were heard. But 
they come in at this late hour, with all 
due respect to my good friend the gen
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. PRIEST] and 
my very good friend from Texas, with a 
bill that no one knows anything about. 
They have picked a few crumbs out of 
the air, so to speak, and said, "Here is 
what we want"; and my good friend from 
Tennessee says, "Let us take that and 
let us just wait a little lon2'er." 

Now, they have had 9 years. 
Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gen.tleman yield? 
Mr. RIZLEY. I yield to the gentle

man from Tennessee. 
Mr. PRIEST. I am sure my good 

friend wants to be very fair; he always 
has been. I regard him very highly. I 
stated to the committee, and my friend 
from Oklahoma knows, that my position 
is that this bill is very simple; that it 
does only one thing which I claim for it, 
and that is that it exempts the inde
pendent producer and the gatherer of 
natural gas from any jurisdiction by the 
Federal Power Commission. Other than 
that, it does not do a thing. I do not 
claim anything else for it. I do not be
lieve we should do more than that at 
the present. 

Mr. RIZLEY. Well, I just waBt to say 
in closing that the Committee on Inter
state and Foreign Commerce was very 
patient with me, and very patient with 
everyone who wanted to be heard. They 
spent days and days on this matter. 
After the conclusion of many, many 
days' testimony. and statements-they 
were not all there, but I think my friend 
from Tennessee was there-they voted 
the Rizley bill unanimously out of that 
committee. Now, it seems to me we 
would be rather presumptive at this late 
hour to come in now and accept a sub
stitute for my bill; a substitute that was 
written by the Federal Power Commis
sion, the very people who we are at
tempting to enlighten. 

Mr. PRIEST. ·Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield for just one more ques
tion? 

Mr. RIZLEY. I yield. 
Mr. PRIEST. The gentleman is cor

rect that I was present, and it will be re
called, however, that I voted to report the 
bill, believing we should have legislation 
with reservations. 

Mr. RIZLEY. I appreciate fully the 
fine work that the gentleman from Ten
nessee has done. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Oklahoma has expired. 

The question is on the amendment of
fered by the gentleman from Tennessee. 

The amendment was rejected. 
Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. PRIEST: On 

page 9, line 22, strike out all of section 7. 

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Chairman, this is 
an amendment to strike out section 7 of 
the bill, which is that section of the bill 
which provides that where a pipe line 
shall be engaged for hire to transport 
natural gas it shall be regulated by the 
Interstate Commerce Commission. That 
section of the bill amends the Interstate 
Commerce Act and not the Natural Gas 
Act. 

I feel that the amendment is entirely 
out of place in this bill. I feel further 
that it is an amendment that might in 
the future cause great difficulty in the 
supply of natural gas in my own area, 
for instance. We are consumers there, 
we are not producers. It is my judgment 
that a common carrier must accept what 
is offered to it for transportation and 
delivery to the point to which it is con
signed. Therefore, there would be no 
question, if the gas line that serves my 
particular area now, decides in the fu
ture to operate as a common carrier, that 
it would not be required under a cer
tificate of convenience and necessity to 
supply consumers in the area with 
natural gas. I think this is very clear. 

I shall not take any more of the time 
of the committee, but I do hope this sec
tion will be stricken from the bill. I see 
no place for -it in this bill. 
- Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PRIEST. I yield to the gentle
man from Arkansas. 

Mr. HARRIS. In other words, this 
amendment concerning a common car
rier for hire of natural gas would put 
the jurisdiction under the Interstate 
Commerce Commission. Can the gen
tleman think of any industry insofar as 
serving the public or the consumers is 
concerned, to which this would apply? 

Mr. PRIEST. I do not know of. any 
instance. I think it would not apply to 
any operating gas line today that is 
transporting natural gas. I think it 
might apply in the future. I believe the 
committee report states that one pur
pose of it is that it would encourage per
haps a wider distribution of natural gas 
if some encouragement were given to the 
operators of pipe lines to act as common 
carrters for the transportation of natural 
gas. I cannot see any place for this sec
tion in a bill that is supposed to clarify 
the jurisdiction of the Federal Power 
Commission over the production and 
gathering of natural gas. It simply does 
not belong here. 

I hope the amendment will be adopted. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Tennessee. 

The amendment was reject-ed. 
Mr. SCHWABE of Oklahoma. Mr. 

Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish to say merely 
that the independent oil and gas pro
ducers of this country have always been 
and are among the foremost believers in 
the American system of free enterprise. 
They are almost unanimously for this 
legislation and are urging its enactment 
by this Congress. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman. I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I take this time merely 
to call attention to page 10 of the report 
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under the. title "Direct Sales." The lan
guage contained in the report has caused 
very much confusion. 

In mY own State of Indiana the su
preme court has decided one case which 
is very outstanding, entitled the Public 
Service Commission of Indiana versus 
Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Co. It is 
No. 28,225 on the supreme court docket 
of Indiana, and was decided on the 5th 
day of February 1947. 

Mr. ROBSION. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPRINGER. I yield. 
Mr. ROBSION. Is that decision con

trary to the provisions of this bill? 
Mr. SPRINGER. That decision mere

ly clarifies the language to which I have 
referred on page 10 of the report. Per
sonally, I am in favor of the legislation. 

The decision is as follows: 
Suggestion is made by appellee, but not 

very vigorously urged, that it is not a public 
utility in its service direct to large indus
trial consumers in Indiana, and is, there
fore, not subject to regulation in connection 
with such service. By the Natural Gas Act 
(sec. 1 (a)) it appears that the natUral
gas busil!ess had been investigated by the 
Fec4eral Trade Commission and reports had 
been made to Congress, and upon the basis 
of such investigation and reports Congress 
declared .that the business of transporting 
and selling natural gas for ultimate distribu
tion to the public is affected with a public 
interest, and it is traditionally accepted 
that any business affected with a public 
interest is subject to regulation and control. 

We also have an Indiana statute which 
defines a public utility, subject to control 
of the Indiana Public Service Commission, 
to be "• • every corporation • • •, 
that now or hereafter may own, operate, or 
control any • • • plant or equipment 
• • • for the • • • transmission, de
livery, or furnishing of heat, light, water, or 
power • • • either directly or indirectly 
to or for the public • • •" (sees. 54-105 
Burns, 1933) . 

Another Indiana statute became law on 
February 26, 1945, before the orders involved 
in this action were made by the Indiana 
Public Service Commission. Acts of 1945, 
chapter 53, page 110. This act adds an 
additional section to the Indiana Public Serv
ice Commission Act aimed directly at the 
natural-gas business, and by the act a "gas 
utility" was defined to mean and in,.clude 
"any public ut111ty selling or proposing to 
sell or furnish gas directly to any consumer 
or consumers within the State of Indiana for 
his, its, or their domestic, commercial, or 
industrial use." Certainly appellee is sell• 
ing and proposing to sell gas directly to con· 
sumers in Indiana. 

The bottom question on this phase of the 
case is whether the appellee is furnishing gas 
1n Indiana directly or indirectly to or for the 
public. Admittedly it is selling gas in In
diana indirectly to and for the public through 
distributing companies and that makes it a 
public utility under the Indiana statute, 
subject to regulation and control by the 
Indio.na Public Service Commission. Also, 
admittedly it is selling and proposing to sell 
gas directly to consumers within the State. 
This part of its business and its interstate 
transportation and its sales to local distribut
ing utilities are so integrated that in any 
practical consideration of the State's right to 
regulate direc!! sales to consumers that ac-. 
tivity must be appraised as a part of its 
entire business in Indiana. Its rights and 
duties, with reference to such direct sales, 
·must be determined in the light of its over
all character in the State of Indiana. It 
wm compete with local activities in soliciting 
. industrial business and will be in position to 

discriminate in its service and in its rates 
and i:c. its regulations. This freedom is 
inconsistent with all concepts of the duties 
and obligations of a person or corporation 
engaged in such business. 

The primary duty of a publlc utility is to 
serve on reasonable terms all those who de
sire the service it renders. This duty does 
not permit it to pick and choose and to 
serve only those portions of the territory 
which it finds most profitable, leaving the 
remainder to get along without the service 
which it alone is in a position to give. 
United Fuel Gas Co. v. Railroad Commis
sion ((1929), 278 U.S. 300, 309, 73 L. Ed. 390, 
396); Industrial Gas Co. v. Public Utilities 
Commission of Ohio ( (1939), 135 Ohio St. 408, 
21 N. E. (2d) 166, 168). From the last named 
case, we quote the following: 

"It may well be urged that a corporation, 
calculated to compete with public utilities 
and take away business from them, should 
be under like regulatory restriction if eiTec
tive governmental supervision is to be main
tained. Actual or potential competition with 
other corporations whose business is clothed 
with a public interest is a factor to be con
sidered; otherwise corporations could be or
ganized to operate like appellant and in com
petition with bona fide utilities until the 
whole State would be honeycombed with 
them and public regulation would become 
a sham and delusion. 

"What appellant seeks to do is to pick 
out certain industrial consumers in select 
territory and serve them under special con
tracts to the exclusion of all others except 
such private or domestic consumers as may 
suit its convenience and advantage. There 
were other industrial consumers with whom 
the appellant refused or failed to agree and 
so did not serve them. If such consumers 
were served at all, it must necessarily be 
by a competitor. If a business so carried 
on may escape public regulation then there 
would seem to be no valid reason why 
appellant may not extend the service to 
double, triple or many times the number now 
served without being amenable to regula
tive measures." 

The law, as declared in Industrial Gas 
Company v. Public Utilities Commission of 
Ohio, supra, seems to us fair, reasonable and 
logical and, when applied to the facts in 
the case before us, leaves appellee unques
tionably in the position of a public utility 

· subject to regulation. 
The same thought which was behind the 

Ohio case, just cited and quoted, with which 
thought we agree, was also incorporated in 
Re Potter Development Co. ( (1939), 32 
P. U. R., N. S. 45), decided by the Public 
Service Commission of New York. In that 
case, the Potter Co. sold natural gas to the 
Corning Glass Works. The Potter Co. ob
tained its gas from an interstate transmis
sion line and piped it to ·the Corning Glass 
Works, which is located in thl'l city of Corn
ing, New York. The glass works was the 
only customer served by the Potter Co., but 
the interstate pipe line also furnished gas 
to an affiliate which, as a public utility. 
operated the gas distribution system in the 
city of Corning. There was a proceeding 

. to determine whether the ratter Co. was a 
public utility subject to regulation by the 
New York Public Service Commission. The 
Commission held that it was, and, in support 
of its holding argued that to hold otherwise 
would invite widespread circumvention of 
the public-service law and would result in 
a multitude of companies supplying gas 
under special contracts in competition with 
public utilities and indicated that such a 
situation would be intolerable. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
Committee rises. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair; 
Mr. CLASON. Chairman of the Committee 

of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
<H. R. 4051) to amend the Natural Gas 
Act approved June 21, 1938, as amended, 
pursuant to House Resolution 278, he re
ported the bill back to the House with 
an amendment adopted by the Commit
tee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER. Undtr the rule, the 
previous question is ordered. 

The question is on the amendment. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the engrossment and third reading of 
the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time and was read the 
third time. 

Mr. CARROLL. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman op
posed to the bill? 

Mr. CARROLL. I am, Mr. Speaker. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 

the motion to recommit. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. CARROLL moves to recommit the bill to 

the Committee · on Interstate ·and Foreign 
Commerce with instructions to that com
mittee to report the bill back to the House 
forthwith with the following amendment: 
Strike out all after the enacting clause of 
H. R. 4051 and insert in lieu thereof the fol
lowing: "That subsection (b-) of\sectlon 1 of 
the Natural Gas Act, approved June 21, 1938, 
is hereby amended to read as follows: 

"'{b) The provisions of this act shall apply 
to the transportation of natural gas in inter
state commerce, to the sale in interstate com
merce of natural gas for resale for ultimate 
public consumption for domestic, commer
cial, industrial, or any other use, and to 
natural-gas companies engaged in such trans
portation or sale, but shall not apply to any 
other transportation or sale of natural gas or 
to the local distribution of natural gas or 
to the facilities used for such distribution 
or to the production or gathering of natural 
gas; or, as to those engaged only in produc
tion and gathering, to the sale of such gas 
at arm's length prior to its transportation 
in interstate commerce, all as hereinafter de
fined.' 

"Section 2 of the act is amended by add
ing thereto subsections {10), (11), (12), and 
(13) as follows: 

"'(10) "Production" means the extraction 
of natural gas from reservoirs by means of 
wells, including any operations incident to 
production for the separation of casing-head 
gas from oil or of residue gas from other 
hydrocarbons, and the delivery of such natu
ral or residue gas by the producer to one 
engaged in gathering or transportation within 
the meaning of this act. 

" • ( 11) "Gathering" means the collecting 
of natural gas from wells of the gatherer or 
other producers by its movement to central 
points through pipe lines and other facilities, 
including those for further processing and 
compression as a part of gathering, and only 
such incidental transportation by the gath
erer as may be necessary for delivery of such 
gas into the transmission facilities used for 
the subsequent transportation of natural gas 
in interstate commerce within the meaning 
of this act. 

"'(12) "Transportation of natural gas in 
interstate commerce within the meaning of 
this act" is limited to the movement of natu
ral gas in interstate commerce through pipe 
lines and related facilities (including facil
ities for surface or underground storage as 
a part of transportation operations) after 
the completion of production or gathering as 
above defined, but before the beginning of 
local distribution . 
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"'(13) "Sale at arm's length -to a natural

gas company" means a sale by any individual, 
partnership, association, or corporation not 
standing in such relation to such natural-gas 
company, by reason of voting-stock interest, 
common officers or directors, or other evidence 
of affiliation, that there is liable to be such an 
absence of independent bargaining in trans
actions between them as to be contrary to 
the public interest.' " 

Mr. CARROLL (interrupting the read
ing of the motion). Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the further 
reading of the motion be dispensed with. 
I might say in explanation that this is the 
amendment which was just debated in 
Committee, the amendment submitted by 
the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. 
PRIEST]. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Colorado? 

There was no objection. 
The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on the 

motion to recommit. 
Mr. CARROLL. Mr. Speaker, on that 

I demand the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were refused. 
The question was taken; and on a divi

sion (demanded by Mr. FoGARTY) there 
were-ayes 15, noes 154. . 

Mr. CARROLL. Mr. Speaker, I object 
to the vote on the ground that a quorum 
is not present, and make the point of 
order that a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will count. 
[After counting.] One hundred and 
ninety-four Members are present, no' a 
quorum. 

The Doorkeeper will close the doors, 
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent 
Members, and the Clerk will call the roll. 

The question was taken; and there 
were-yeas 64, nays 253, not voting 113, 
as follows: 

Allen, Ill. 
Batt!e 
Buchanan 
Cannon 
Carroll 
Chelf 
Cooper 
Corbett 
Cotton 
Crosser 
Davis, Ga. 
Der,ne 
Delaney 
Dingell 
Donohue 
Douglas 
Eberharter 
Engle, Calif. 
Evins 
Fallon 
Feighan 
Fenton 

[Roll No. 108] 
YEAS-64 

Fogarty Manasco 
Folger Mansfield, 
Forand Mont. 
Gordon Miller, Calif. 
Gore Murray, Tenn. 
Granger O'Brien 
Hardy Potts 
Hart Priest 
Ha venner Rains 
Hobbs Rankin 
Huber Rayburn 
Hull Rooney 
Jackson, Wash. Sabath 
Karsten, Mo. Sadowski 
Kefauver Sasscer 
King Sco blick 
Kirwan Spence 
Lane Tibbett 
Lanham Towe 
Lesinski VanZandt 
McCormack Winstead 
Maclden 

NAYS-253 
Abernethy Becl~worth Burke 

Burleson 
Butler 
Byrnes, Wis. 
Camp 
Carson 

Albert Bell 
Allen, Calif. Bender 
Allen, La. Beunett, Mo. 
Almond Bishop 
Andersen, Blackney 

H. Carl Boggs, Del. 
Anderson, Calif. Boggs, La. 
Andresen, Bonner 

August H. Boykin 
Andrews, Ala. Bradley 
Angell Bramblett 
Arends Brehm 
Arnold Brooks 
Bakewell Brophy 
Banta .Brown, Ga. 
Barrett Brown, Ohio 
Bates, Mass. Bryson 

Case, S. Dak. 
Chenoweth 
Chiperfield 
Church 
Clason 
Clevenger 
Clippinger 
Cole, Kans. 
Colmer 
Combs 
Cooley 
Cravens 

Crawford Johnson, Ind. 
Cunningham Johnson, Okla. 
Curtis Johnson, Tex. 
Davis, Tenn. Jones, Ala. 
Davis, Wis. Jonkman 
Dawson, Utah Kearney 
Devitt Kearns 
D'Ewart Keating 
Dolliver Keefe 
Domengeaux Kerr 
Dondero Kersten, Wis. 
Doughten Kilburn 
Elliott Kilday 
Ellis Knutson 
Elsaesser Kunkel 
Elston Landis 
Engel, Mich. LeFevre 
Fellows Lewis 
Fernandez Lodge 
Foote Love 
Fulton ·Lucas 
Gary Lusk 
Gathings Lyle 
Gavin McConnell 
Gearhart McCowen 
Gillette McDonough 
Gillie McDowell 
Goodwin McGregor 
Gossett McMahon 
Graham McMillan, S. C. 
Grant, Ala. MacKinnon 
Grant, Ind. Mahon 
Gregory Maloney 
Grifiiths Martin, Iowa . 
Gross Mathews 
Gwynne, Iowa Meade, Ky. 
Hagen Meade, Md. 
Hale Merrow 
Hall, Meyer · 

Edwin Arthur Miller, Conn. 
Halleck Miller, Md. 
Harless, Ariz. M!ller. Nebr. 
Harness, Ind. Mills 
Harris Mitchell 
Harrison Morris 
Hays Morrison 
Hebert Morton 
Hedrick Muhlenberg 
Hendricks Mundt 
Herter Murdock 
Heselton Murray, Wis. 
Hess Nodar 
Hill O'Hara 
Hinshaw O'Konski 
Hoeven Owens 
Hoffman Pace 
Holmes Passman 
Hope Patman 
Horan Patterson 
Howell Peden 
Jackson, Calif. Pet erson 
Jarman Philbin 
Javits Phillips, Calif. 
Jenison Phillips, Tenn. 
Jenkins, Ohio Pickett 
Jennings Ploeser 
Jensen Plumley 
Johnson, Ill. Poage 

Poulson 
Preston 
Price, Fla. 
Ramey 
Reed, Ill. 
Reed, N.Y. 
Rees 
Reeve~ 
Richards 
Riehlman 
Riley 
Rivers 
Rizley 
Robertson 
Robsion 
Rockwell 
Rogers, Fla. 
Rogers, Mass. 
Rohrbough 
Russell 
Sadlak 
Sanborn 
Sarbacher 
Schwabe, Okla. 
Scrivner 
Seely-Brown 
Shafer 
Sheppard 
Short 
Sikes 
Simpson, Pa. 
Smathers 
Smith, Maine 
Smith, Wis. 
Snyder 
Springer 
Stefan 
Stevenson 
Stigler · 
Stockman 
Stratton 
Taber 
Talle 
Teague 
Thomas, N. J. 
Thomas, Tex. 
Trimble 
Twyman 
Vail 
Vorys 
Vursell 
Weichel 
West 
Wheeler 
Whitten 
Whittington 
Wigglesworth 
Williams 
Wilson, Ind. 
Wilson, Tex. 
Wolcott 
Wolverton 
Wood 
Worley 
Youngblood 
Zimmerman 

NOT VOTING-113 

Andrews, N. Y. 
Auchincloss 
Barden 
Bates, Ky. 
Beall 
Bennett, Mich. 
Bland 
Blatnik 
Bloom 
Bolton 
Buck 
Buckley 
Buffett 
Bulwinkle 
Busbey 
Byrne, N.Y. 
Canfield 
Case, N.J. 
Celler 
Chadwick 
Chapman 
Clark 
Clements 
Coffin 
Cole, Mo. 
Cole,N. Y. 
Coudert 
Courtney 
Cox 
Crow 
Dague 
Dawson, Dl. 
Dirksen 
Darn 

Drewry 
Durham -
Eaton 
Ellsworth 
Fisher 
Flannagan 
Fletcher 
Fuller 
Gallagher 
Gamble 
Gifford 
Goff 
Gorski 
Gwinn,N. Y. 
Hall, 

Leonard W. 
Hand 
Hartley 
Heffernan 
Holifield 
Jenkins, Pa. 
Johnson, Calif. 
Jones, N.c. 
Jones, Ohio 
Jones, Wash. 
Judd 
Kean 
Kee 
Kelley 
Kennedy 
Keogh 
Klein 
Larcade 
Latham 

Lea 
LeCompte 
Lemke 
Lynch 
McGarvey 
McMl.llen, Ill. 
Mack 
Macy 
Mansfield. Tex. 
Marcantonio 
Mason 
Michener 
Monroney 
Morgan 
Nixon 
Norblad 
Norrell 
Norton 
O'Toole 
Pfeifer 
Powell 
Price, Ill. 
Rabin 
Rayfiel 
Redden 
Rich 
Ross 
St. George 
Schwabe, Mo. 
Scott, Hardie 
Scott, 

Hugh D., Jr. 
Simpson,, Ill. 
Smith, Kans. 

Smith, Ohio 
Smith, Va. 
Somers 
Stanley 
Sundstrom 

Taylor 
Thomason 
Tollefson 
Vinson 
Wadsworth 

Walter 
Welch 
Woodruff 

- So the motion to recommit was re
jected. 

The Clerk announc~d the following 
pairs: 

On this vote : 
Mr. Lea for, with Mr. Cox against. 
Mr. Price of Illinois for, with Mr. Vinson 

against. 
Mr. Holifield for, with Mr. Auchincloss 

against. 
Mr. Gorski for, with Mr. Cole of Missouri 

against. 
Mr. Keogh tor, with Mr. Cole of New York 

against. 
Mr. Dawson of Illinois for, with Mr. Case 

of New Jersey against. 
Mr. Flannagan for, with Mr. Dague against. 
Mr. Courtney for, with Mr. Schwabe of 

Missouri against. 
Mr. Kelley for, with Mr. Sundstrom against. 
Mr. O'Toole for, with Mr. Judd against. 
Mr. Byrne of New York for, with Mr. Hardie 

Scott against. 
Mr. Rayfiel for, with Mr. Kee against. 
Mr. Heffernan for, with Mr. Leonard W. 

Hall against 
Mr. Blatnik for, with Mr. Hugh D. Scott, 

Jr., against. · 
Mr: Morgan for, with Mr. McGarvey against. 
Mr. Klein for, with Mr. Bennett of Michi-

gan against. 
Mr. Walter for, with Mr. Macy against. 
Mr. Rabin for, with Mr. Dorn against. 
Mr. Lynch for, with Mr. Busbey against. 
Mrs. Norton for, with Mr. Canfield against. 
Mr. Kennedy for, with Mr. Hand against. 
Mr. Powell for, with Mr. Crow against. 
Mr. Pfeifer for, with Mr. Eaton against. 
Mr. Marcantonio for, with Mr. Gallagher 

against. 
Mr. Buckley for, with Mr. Simpson of Illi

nois against. 
Mr. Celler for, with Mr. Jenkins of Penn

sylvania against. 
Mr. Somers for; with Mr. Chapman 

against. 

General pairs until further notice: 
Mr. Andrews of New York with Mr. Redden. 
Mr. Hartley with Mr. Smith of Virginia. 
Mr. Chadwick with Mr. Norrell. 
Mr. Kean with Mr. Larcade. 
Mr. Latham with Mr. Bulwinkle. 
Mr. McMillen of Illinois with Mr. Drewry. 
Mr. Mason with Mr. Jones of North Caro-

lina. 
Mr. Dirksen with Mr. Bates of Kentucky. 
Mr. Buck with Mr. Durham. 
Mr. Rich with Mr. Stanley. 
Mrs. St. George with Mr. Fisher. 
Mr. Smith of Ohio with Mr. Bland. 
Mr. Gifford with Mr. Clements. 
Mr. Gamble with Mr. Monroney. 
Mr; Goff with Mr. Thomason. 
Mr. Coudert with Mr. Mansfield of Texas. 

Mr. O'KoNSKI changed his vote from 
"yea" to "nay." 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The doors were opened. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the passage of the bill. 
The bill was passed. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 
Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Speaker, under 

leave to extend my remarks in the REc
ORD, I am including therewith an edi
torial from the St. Louis Post-Dispatch 
of July 8, 1947, entitled "New Power Trust· 
Drive:• · 

-. 

' 



8752 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE JULY 11 
I agree thoroughly ·with this editorial 

and am introducing it at this point in 
the RECORD because I believe that what 
is said therein about certain bills which 
would cut the heart out of the law creat
ing the Federal Power Commission is ap
plicable to H. R. 4051 which proposes to 
amend the Natural Gas Act approved 
June 21, 1938. 

I am convinced that this bill, H. R. 
4051, has the same end in view as what 
is referred to as the second Miller bill. 
All this is done purportedly to safeguard 
State's rights. It is not really intended 
to preserve State's rights but to enable 
the producers and distributors of na
tural gas to escape Federal regulations 
which, after all, is the only real effective 
regulation of utilities. 

NEW POWER TRUST DRIVE 

The Power Trust 1s active again. It 1s at
tempting to cut the heart out of the law 
creating the Federal Power Commission. The 
tools It 1s using for this are two bills offered 
by Representative MILLER, of Connecticut, 
which up to recently have escaped publicity. 
Marquis Childs, among others, has thrown 
the spotlight on these measures. 

Does the Power Trust think the country has 
forgotten the age of Insull, with its reckless 
and corrupt practices? .The country's mem
ory is longer than that. It remembers the 
orgies of the twenties, when far-flung utility 
empires swindled investors, corrupted legis
laton, and even tried to pervert the minds of 
school children by bribing teachers to spread 
public utility propaganda in the schools. 

Congress took note of the national scandal 
in 1928 by ordering a sweeping inquiry into 
utility practices by the Federal Trade Com
mission. In the following year, Herbert 
Hoover recommended an overhauling of the 
Federal Power Commission to enable it to 
regulate the interstate transmission of elec
tricity. That was done. 

The Federal Trade Commission had re
ported that utility books carried nearly a 
b1llion and a half in over-inflated values. 
In 1935, greater powers were given to the 
Federal Power Commission. It went to work 
to squeeze the water out of public utility rate 
structures, and that work is still going on. 
But the utilities now seek, under the cover 
of apathy, a return of the good old days. 

One of Representative MILLER's bills would 
exempt important interstate movements of 
electric energy from Federal supervision. The 
States are powerless, as the Supreme Court 
has repeatedly decided, to control power ex
ports and imports. Therefore, the effect of 
the Miller bill would be to restore the 
no man's land that existed before Hoover 
took action in 1929. A vast field of power 
company activity would go unregulated. 

MILLER's second bill is purportedly de
signed to safeguard States' rights. This is 
an old dodge. The utilities used the siogan 
for all it was worth in 1928, not to safeguard 
States' rights, but to escape Federal scrutiny. 
If the second Miller blll passes, its effect 
will be to nullify a national water-conserva
tion policy that h~ developed over many 
years quite outside of partisan politics. 

The bill narrows the definition of "navi
gable waters" in such a way, evidently, as 
to permit a utility to build dams on non
navigable portions of streams. This might 
seriously affect the navigable portions, but 
the Federal Government would be powerless 
to interfere. 

Miller bill No. 2 would open the way to 
perpetual private power rights, even if they 
destroyed uses ln the public interest, such 
as flood control, navfgation, and irrigation. 
Under present law, the Government can re
capture private developments that inter
fere with the public interest, but the Miller 
bill would cloud that process and make ita 
exercise more difficult. 

Once again, the Miller b111 would exempt 
nonutilities from the Federal licensing re
quirement. Many manufacturers have 
dammed streams and use all the power in 
their own plants. To exempt these manu
facturers from regulation, so the Federal 
Power Commission holds, would "practically 
nullify any effective control over stream de
velopment for conservation purposes." 

As Mr. Childs reports, a parade of power 
company executives has appeared before a 
House committee to urge passage of the 
Miller legislation. They were accompanied 
by witnesses from several State utility cern
missions. These commissions, as has re
peatedly been shown~ are often stooges for 
the utilities. To quote Mr. Childs: 

"The private-utility lobby in a State cap
ital is ordinarily well heeled, and now and 
then shocking cases of wholesale bribery 
have come to light." 

The drive to put over the Miller legisla
tion is only part of a general effort by private 
utilities to recapture some of the license 
they once enjoyed, to the country's sorrow, 
in the age of Insull. The Power Trust still 
tries to take over Federal power at the 
switchboard-in other words, on the com
panies' own terms. After refusing to enter 
the field of rural electrification utilities now 
attempt to sabotage REA appropriations, and 
to make cutthroat raids on electric systems 
owned by the farmers themselves. The 
power industry is out to wreck the South
western Power Administration and to pre
vent the extension of the TVA idea. 

The country should be alerted to the 
dangers inherent in the resurgent campaign 
of the Power Trust. The first countermove 
should be the death of the Miller bill. 

ADJOURNMENT OVER 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the House 
adjourns today it adjourn to meet on 
Monday next. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

There was no objection. 
MESSAGES FROM THE SENATE AND SIGN· 

ING ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESO
LUTIONS 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that, notwithstand
ing the adjournment of the House until 
Monday next, the Clerk be authorized to 
receive messages from the Senate, and 
that the Speaker be authorized to sign 
any enrolled bills or joint resolutions 
passed by the two Houses found truly 
enrolled. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

There was no objection. 
LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM, WEEK OF JULY 14 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for 1 
minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 

. Indiana? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I take 

this time to announce the program for 
next week. 

Monday is District of Columbia day, 
and I understand there are some bills on 
that calendar to be called. 

Tuesday the Private Calendar will be 
called; 

Beginning on Monday, and taking ad
vantage ef such time as may be available 

through the week, the following bills will 
be considered: 

H. R. 3813, loyalty bill. 
H. R. 4102, scientific foundation bill. 
H. R. 1639, Employers Liability Act. 
Senate Joint Resolution 123, repeal 

certain emergency statutes. 
House Resolution 211, public works 

survey. 
H. R. 1602, national mineral resources 

bill. 
H. R. 3952, amend section 10, Federal 

Reserve Act. 
House Joint Resolution 222, terminat

ing consumer credit controls. 
H. R. 3682, assistance to war-incurred 

school enrollment. 
The unification bill from the Commit

tee on Expenditures will likely be re
ported and ready for action next week. 
The bill will be called whenever it is 
ready, possibly as early as Wednesday 
of next week. 

Of course, conference reports will be 
in order at any time and may be called 
at any time; likewise, urgent rules that 
may be reported, may be called up at 
any time. 

REPORTS ON H. R. 1468, 1470, AND 2271 

Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Speaker, by au
thority. of the two subcommittee chair
men I ask unanimous consent that the 
bills H. R. 1468, H. R. 1470, and H. R. 
2271 may be reported at any time be
tween now and midnight tomorrow, July 
12 . • 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 
JOSEPH H. CALLAHAN, MINORITY EM

PLOYEE 

Mr. FORAND. Mr. Speaker, I offer 
a resolution (H. Res. 287) and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

Resolved, That pursuant to the Legislative 
Pay Act of 1929, as amended, Joseph H. Cal
la~an is hereby designated a minority em
ployee (to fill an existing vacancy) until 
otherwise ordered by the House, and receive 
compensation at the basic rate of $5,000 per 
annum. 

T~e resolution was agreed to. 
BASEBALL G~REPUBLICANS VERSUS 

DEMOCRATS 

Mr. BISHOP. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for 1 
minute to make a statement. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Illi
nois? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BISHOP.· Mr. Speaker, after the 

mixture of sugar and oil, tomorrow the 
Democrats will oppose the Republicans 
out at Griffith Stadium. I am sure that 
for this worthy cause the membership 
will show great interest and cooperation 
and make possible a large fund to the 
Metropolitan Police Boys' Club. I am 
sure, ·handling the Republican side of 
this baseball game, that you will be 
amazed at the fine talent that will be 
exhibited on the field tomorrow. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, wfil the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BISHOP. I yield. 
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Mr. RAYBURN. Will the Democrats 

have anything to do with the selecting 
of the umpires? 

Mr. BISHOP. I may say to the dis
tinguished minority leader that the um
pires have already been selected. The 
gentleman from Oregon [Mr. STOCKMAN] 
will represent the Republicans, and the 
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. ALBERT] 
will represent the Democrats. 

Mr. SHAFER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BISHOP. I yield. 
Mr. SHAFER. I have been informed 

that the great broadcasting companies 
consider this game of such importance 
that it will be televised. Is that true? 

Mr. BISHOP. That is true, and like
wise it will be broadcast. 

I may say to the membership that we 
might call on the grandstands for a little 
assistance, so come out tomorrow and be 
presen.t. 

I now yield to the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. PRICE]. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. PRICE] is recognized. 

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. After listening 
to the remarks of the manager of the 
Republican team I want to tell him that 
he is liable to be in the minority. I want 
the Democrats to be out there tomorrow 
in full force, because I believe we will 
show the Republicans that at least they 
will not have majority control of the dia
mond. We will have nine players, and I 
believe we will be able to take care of 
them. 

Seriously, I wish to announce that 
Chief Justice Vinson will throw out the 
first ball. I hope you will circulate the 
word around. Let us have a big turn-out 
so we can raise some real money for 
the boys. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. I yield. 
Mr. COOLEY. At what time is the 

game? 
Mr. PRICE of Illinois. At 2:30 p. m. 

I want all the Democrats to be there at 
1 o'clock. 

EXTENSION OF . REMARKS 

Mr. SHAFER asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Appendix of the RECORD and include a 
report from his subcommittee. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to revise and extend 
the remarks ·I made on the bill H. R. 
4051 this afternoon and to include there
with portions of the Supreme Court de
cision to which I referred in those re
marks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Indi
ana? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. YOUNGBLOOD asked and was 

given permission to extend his remarks 
in the RECORD. 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL asked -
and was given permission to extend his 
remarks in the Appendix and include a 
radio address. 

Mr. MANSFIELD of Montana. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to in
sert my remarks on House Joint Resolu
tion 237 'immediately after the remarks 

XCIII--552 

of my colleague from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
FuLTON] and to include in those re
marks excerpts from · a speech I made 
covering this subject last February 3. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mon
tana? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to extend my re
marks in the RECORD immediately fol
lowing the bill H. R. 4051 and include in 
my remarks an editorial. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to . 
the request of the gentleman from 
Georgia? 

There was no objection. 
EXPLANATION OF H. R. 4150, DESIGNATED 

AS AGRICULTURAL COORDINATION ACT 
OF 1947 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
.the request of the gentleman from North 
Carolina? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, just before 

the House adjourned yesterday, I intro
duced a bill the purpose of which is to 
provide for the coordination of agricul
tural soil and water conservation pro
grams and is to be known and designated 
as the "Agricultural Coordination Act of 
1947." It is H. R. 4150. I desire to dis
cuss briefly the urgent need for such 
legislation. For many weeks my col
league, the gentleman from Colorado 
[Mr. HILL], and I have worked together 
in the preparation of the bill, and to 
avoid all possible criticism to ·the effect 
that the bill is involved, in any way, in 
partisan politics, the gentleman from 
Colorado [Mr. HILL] introduced an iden
tical bill at the same time the H. R. 4150 
was introduced by me. Mr. HILL's bill is 
H. R. 4151. Before writing the bill the 
gentleman from Colorado, Congressman 
HILL, and I discussed its provisions with 
farmers, farm leaders, and officials of 
the United States Department of Agri
culture, and we believe that the bill is a 
proper approach to the problems with 
which it purports to deal. Of course, it 
is not a perfect piece of legislation. 
Since its paramount purpose is to coor
dinate the activities of governmental 
agencies and to avoid duplication and 
overlapping of effort and to economize 
in both money and men, it will naturally 
provoke controversy. It is not our pur
pose to insist upon hearings at the pres
ent session of Congress, since time and 
other pressing matters will not permit 
full and complete hearings before the 
adjournment of the present session. We 
do, however, hope that the bill and all of 
its provisions will be carefully consid
ered and studied by the Membership of 
the House, by officials of both the Federal 
and State Governments. by farmers 
and farm leaders between now and the 
convening of Congress in January. 

For quite some time the farmers of 
the Nation have become increasingly 
concerned over the duplication and 
overlapping in governmental agencies. 
A multiplicity of governmental organi
zations engaged in simil~r activities and 

reaching out from Washington to deal 
with individual farms and farmers not 
only becomes bewildering and irritating 
but certainly cannot in any way be justi
fied. The time has come when we 
should practice economy in government 
not by arbitrarily reducing appropria
tions but by a scientific method of selec
tion. Unquestionably, there are flagrant 
violations of the true rule of real economy 
involved in the field of conservation. 
Unquestionably, there is a duplication of 
effort and a waste of manpower and 
money. The prevention of duplication. 
and overlapping and the waste of man
power and money is the real objective of 
the legislation to which I have referred. 
In the prog-rams and activities of agen
cies of the Government engaged in agri
cultural conservation, land use, and in 
assistance to farmers and farm plan
ning, the administration should be co
ordinated and as far as possible decen
tralized, in the interest of economy, 
efficiency, and better service to farmers, 
if we are to achieve the maximum re
sults and give assistance to the maximum 
number of farmers at a minimum cost 
to the Government. 

The agricultural coordination bill seeks 
to correct this situation bY spelling out 
specifically the duties and responsibilities 
of the officials of the agencies engaged 
in agricultural conservation and requir
ing effective coordination of their activi
ties and programs. The bill does not 
abolish, handicap, or cripple any vital or 
needed service to farmers. It is not the 
purpose of the bill to abolish any worth
while activity. On the contrary, we seek 
only to achieve greater results in con
servation and te extend the benefits to 
the m::osses of farmers. By decentraliz
ing the administration of the very vital 
and much-needed programs of the 
agencies involved, it will result in adapt
ing conservation programs to the needs 
and conditions existing in the respec
tive States and localities. The pJ.acing 
of greater responsibility at State and 
county levels will result in more efficient 
administration and more practical and 
satisfactory programs. The coordina
tion of programs and activities and the 
elimination of duplication will make 
possible the saving of millions of dollars 
annually in administrative costs and will 
be in the greater interest of farmers 
and definitely in the interest of the 
general welfare. 

Under the present situation, if a 
farmer is in need of advice and assist
ance in connection with soil-conserva
tion programs and programs designed 
to aid him in good soil-conservation or 
building practices, such as terracing, con
tour farming, strip farming, drainage, 
and numerous other problems, it is diin
cult for him to determine the pro,Per 
agency upon which to call, for the rea
son that the Extension Service, Soil Con
servation Service, and the Agricultural 
Adjustment Administration, to say noth
ing of the agricultural teachers in the 
community, are all in a position to offer 
technical aid and assistance. The farm
er, therefore, experiences difficulty in se
lecting the person to be called upon for 
assistance. In most of the agricultural 
communities of the Nation you will now 
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find agricultural extension agents, soil
conservation agents, triple A committee
men, and the teachers of vocational agri
culture. Frankness required me to con
fess that in many communities these 
several agents have coordinated their ac
tivities quite well, but in other commu
nities there is a rivalry and great waste, 
which can neither be tolerated nor jus- · 
tified. Frankness also requires me to 
admit that each of the agencies referred 
to have done splendid work in aiding the 
farmers of the Nation in the conserva
tion of our greatest national resources, 

·the fertility of the topsoil of American 
farmlands, and in the practice of the 
arts and skills <5f good farming. It 
would be difficult indeed to estimate the 
value of the great service which has been 
rendered to the farmers and to the Na
tion by the splendid work which has been 
done. It is the purpose of the agricul
tural coordination bill to make the work; 
the programs, and the efforts even more 
effective in the future than they have 
been in the past. 

COORDINATION OF RESEARCH 

The research work heretofore carried 
on by the Soil Conservation Service 
would be assigned to the Federal Office 
of Experiment Stations and to State 
agricultural experiment stations. T~e 
actual research work in the State experi
ment stations would be on a grant-in
aid basis, with the Federal Government 
acting as a coordinating agency. Al
though the State agricultural experi
ment stations were established for the 
purpose of providing research on all 
types of agricultural problems, including 
conservation, the Federal Soil Conserva
tion Service has established its own soil 
conservation research stations. By as
signing this work to the State experi
ment stations the bill would make it 
possible for these stations to coordinate 
research work with other related agri
cultural research and thereby achieve 
more effective results. 
COORDINATION OF EDUCATIONAL AND TECHNICAL 

ASSISTANCE 

The bill will eliminate the duplication, 
overlapping, and conflict among various 
agencies in furnishing educational, in
formational, demonstrational, and tech
nical advice to farmers on agricultural 
conservation, land use, and farm plan
ning by assigning these functions to one 
agency, the Agricultural Extension Serv
ice. This is the basic job for which the 
Extension Service was established, . and 
it is unquestionably the best qualified 
agency to provide these services to farm
ers. In recent years, however, the sev
eral agencies with which the bill seeks 
to deal have been engaged in providing 
educational, informational, demonstra
tional, and technical advice direct to 
farmers with respect to each of the pro
grams. This has resulted in duplica
tion, conflict, and confusion. By co
ordinating these services in the exten
sion service individual farmers could go 
to one agency of the Government and 
secure the necessary technical informa
tion and assistance in planning his own 
farming operations. 

SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE 

The Soil Conservation Service, under 
the bill, would be transferred to the Ex-

tension Service at Federal, State, and lo
cal levels, but would continue to function 
in every vital part and parcel under the 
supervision of the Director of Extension 
Service in Washington, and as a division 
of the State extension service in the 
States. The program would be decen
tralized on a grant-in-aid basis. In 
every State the extension service would 
be required to maintain the Soil Conser
vation Service as a division of the State 
extension service. The State, area, and 
local offices of the Soil Conservation 
Service would be merged with the office 

· of the agricultural extension service in 
the States and counties. Such of ·the 
personnel as may be deemed necessary 
will also be transferred to tha extension 
service and authorized.. to carry on ap
proved programs. The regional offices 
of the Soil Conservation Service would 
be abolished, as they would no longer be 
necessary. This would remove one layer 
of bureaucracy between the States and 
the Federal Government. Since the 
work of the Soil Conservation Service, 
other than research, consists almost en
tirely of educatjonal, informational, 
demonstrational, and technical assist
ance to farmers, there is a definite and 
positive · duplication of identical services 
novi being rendered by the extension 
service. 

The Extension Service was originally 
created for these specific purposes. Cer
tainly coordination and a consolidation 
of such services should result. i.rl great 
economy and in more effective programs. 
The bill would not change or interfere 
in any way with the present set-up and 
operations of the State soil-conservation 
districts s._cts or the local soil conserva
tion districts which are organized under 
such acts. These districts. will have more 
real autonomy in carrying out their pro
grams than they have under the present 
set-up under which the Federal Soil Con
servation Service, through its regional 
offices, can dictate to the local distric-ts 
what practices and programs they shall 
adopt. Under H. R. 4150 technical as
sistance to soil-conservation districts 
:would be provided through the State e-x
tension service which is under State con
trol on a cooperative basis between the 
counties and States and the United States 
Department of Agriculture. 

The appropriations for the Soil Con
servation Service would be placed on a 
grant-in-aid basis, of which not to ex
ceed 10 percent would be allotted as 
grants to the State experiment stations 
for research work in conservation; not 
to exceed 88 percent would be _allotted 
as grants to the State . extension serv
ice; to maintain the services of the Soil 
Conservation Service in the States; and 
not to exceed 2 percent would be allotted 
to the Washington office of the Soil Con
servation Service, which would be under 
·the Director of Extension Service. 

AGRICULTURAL-CONSERVATION PROGRAM 

The agricultural-conservation pro
gram heretofore carried out by the Agri
cultural Adjustment Administration, now 
administered by the Production and 
Marketing Administration, would be de
centralized so that the State committee 
in each State would be responsible for 
developing and administering the pro
gram in each State, subject to the ap-

proval of such program by the Secre
tary of Agriculture. 

The conservation and other practices 
to be carried out in any State would be 
limited to those practices which are 
recommended by a technical committee 
to be composed of the director of the 
State extension service, the director of 
the State agricultural experiment sta
tion the State commissioner of agri
cult~re or like official, a representative 
to be designated by the State authority 
created by the Soil Conservation Districts 
Act or such representatives as they may 
jointly approve, designate, and appoint. 
·This will assure that the.practices which 
are included in · the programs will be 
based upon the best scien~ific knowledge 
available and adapted to the local needs 
·and conditions. 
· The bill provides for a more repre.: 
sentative State committee, a State com
mi-ttee to consist of five farmer members 
and .four ex officio members. The ex of
ficio members would· be the State direc
tor of extension service, State director 
of agricultural experiment station, State 
commissioner of agriculture or like of
ficial, and a representative designated 
·by the State authority created by the 
·State·Soil Conservation District Act. In 
order to obtain the most capable mem
bers on the State committee- the farmer 
members would be appointed by the Sec
retary of Agriculture, from lists sub
. mitted by the State director of extension; 
after consultation with State-wide farm 
organizations. In the event the first list 
of nominations is not deemed satisfac
tory, the Secretary might require ad~i
tional lists to be submitted until a satis
factory list from which to make the ap
pointments is received and approved. · 

The State committee would function 
only as a part-time, policy-making com
mittee and would be authorized to em
ploy an administrator and such other 
assistants as might be needed to carry 
out and discharge administrative duties, 
subject, of course, to the supervision and 
direction of the committee. In like man
ner the county committee would be re
spo~sible for planning and carrying out 
the county agricultural conservation 
program. It would- submit recorp.meu
dations to the State committee wit~ 
respect to the State program. The 
county committee would be enlarged by 
including a representative to be desig
nated by the board of supervisors of the 
soil-conservation district in any county 
where such district exists in whole or in 
part. 
. The State and county committees 
would be confined to planning and ad
ministering the action ph~ses of the ag
ricultural conservation program. These 
committees wo.uld also continue to ad
minister the regulatory enforceme~t and 
other administrative phases of the mar
keting quota divisions of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act and also local phases of 
price-support programs now provided by 
existing law. The educational, informa
tional demonstrational, and technical 
phase~ of all programs would be handled 
and administered by the Extension Serv
ice in cooperation with State and county 
committees. The Extension Ser;vice, 
augmented by the Soil_. G.o.P§Etrvation 
Service, would serve as technical ad-
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visers to the State and county commit
tees and to local soil-conservation dis
tricts, as well as to the individual 
farmers. 

By including on the State and county 
committees representatives appointed by 
the States soil districts authority and 
local ·soil-conservation districts, the bill 
will facilitate the coordination of the 
agricultural conservation programs in 
the State and the conservation programs 
carried out locally by soil-conservation 
districts. 

The appropriations for the programs 
of soil-bulding practices would be al
lotted to the States on the basis of need 
for agricultural soil and water conserva
tion. Payments or grants to farmers 
would be conditioned upon utilization of 
land in conformity with soil-building and 

- soil- and water-conserving practices 
adapted to the· conditions ·in the several 
States and areas to be determined by the 
State and county committees. 

If we admit the necessity for economy 
in Government and if Congress is con
stantly being criticized for failing to . 
make a scientific search of the depart
ments in an effort to find waste in man
power and money, the bill which I have 
introduced constitutes a challenge to 
every Member of the House, and espe
cially is it a challenge to the House Com
mittee on Agriculture. Unless those of 
us interested in the welfare of agriculture 
are impressed with the necessity for mak
ing every possible economy in the depart
ment which has been established, 
financed, and permitted to function in 
the interest of farmers.- we should not be 
surprised if others interested in economy 
swin~_; the ax hard and heavy on agri
cultural appropriations. We must take 
the agricultural picture apart and look at 
every agency, bureau, and commission, 
and we must demonstrate a real desire to 
economize and to make more efficient the 
agencies which we have created by many 
acts of Co'lgress. 

Upon the adjournment of the present 
session of Congress and when you return 
home to your constituents, I hope that 
you will discuss the provisjons of H. R. 
4150, to the end that you may be able to 
offer constructive criticism of the same 
when you return to Washington in Jan
uary. Certainly neither my colleague, 
Congressman HILL, of Colorado, nor I 
have any possible purpose )Vhich should 
not likewise be your own. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. KEFAUVER asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Appendix of the RECORD and include an 
editorial. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

Mr. SADOWSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the 
House for 30 minutes on Tuesday next 
following the regular business of the day 
and the special orders heretofore en
tered for that date. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
· to the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 
for 15 minutes on Monday next following 

the special orders heretofore entered for 
that date. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Tennessee? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. JACKSON of California. Mr. 

Speaker, I -ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for 30 minutes on 
Wednesday next following the legislative 
business of the day and the special orders 
heretofore entered for that date. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
THE FEDERAL LOYALTY BILL, H. R. 3813 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 15 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Speaker, I 

want to thank my worthy colleagues who 
prepared H. R. 3813, the so-called Federal 
loyalty bill, for excluding from its provi
sions Members of Congress. I am glad we 
are left out. I am afraid if we had been 
included, and if the bill should pass, that 
many of us might very easily lose our jobs 
on charges of disloyalty to the United 
States. I am perfectly serious, Mr. 
Speaker. If Congressmen were included 
in this bill, it would be perfectly possible, 
fo:: instance, to find that a group of us 
who advocate progressive taxation, with 
the heaviest burden placed on those most 
able to pay, were sympathetically asso
ciated with a subversive movement, and 
if they investigated us and found we also 
were sympathetically associated with a 
movement to have the Government con
struct some low-cost public housing and 
also belonged to a group advocating more 
stringent control of monopolies, we could 
easily be thrown out on our ear without 
any appeal or recourse. 

And Mr. Speaker, although I am glad 
Congressmen are excluded from that kind 
of persecution under this bill, I do not 
want to see a million and a half Federal 
employees made subject to it. i do not 
want to see employees hounded and spied 
upon simply because of the ·views they 
hold or the legal organizations with 
whose aims they may, perchance, be sym
pathetic. It seems to me this bill would 
clearly violate the basic guaranties of 
liberty as well as the due-process clause 
contained in the Constitution. I think it 
is a very dangerous piece of legislation 
and I cannot support it. 

There is no disagreement here that 
persons who are disloyal to the United 
States should be denied employment in 
the Government service. That is obvious 
and fundamental. We all agree about 
that. ·But first you have to decide what 
constitutes disloyalty, and secondly, you 
have to prove that the person charged 
with violating those standards is actually 
guilty. The way in which this bill pro
poses to go about those tasks is danger
ous and fundamentally un-American. 

Who 1s to be considered disloyal? 
Well, aside from the standards which 
already exist in our laws prohibiting 

espionage, · sabotage, disclosure of confi
dential information, advocacy of the 
violent overthrow of the Government, 
and so forth, we have a new standard 
for judging Federal employees' loyalty. 
Section 8 (b), paragraph 6, of the bill 
reads: 

. Membership in, affiliation with, or sympa
thetic association with, any foreign or do
m~stic organization, association, movement, 
group, or combination of persons, designated 
by the Attorney General as totalitarian, 
Fascist, Communist, or subversive-

Personally, I do not know of an organi
zation which is in any way concerned 
with social progress in this country 
which has not at one time or another 
been labeled Communist-dominated or 
at least subversive, and I am not exclud
ing the Democratic Party. I am entirely 
unwilling to see a law put on the statute 
books which gives the Attorney General 
of the United States-whoever he may 
be-the absolute authority to decide on 
his own motion what organizations or 
movements or groups are to be pro
scribed as totalitarian, Fascist, Commu
nist, or subversive. The Attorney Gen
eral's list of disloyal organizations would 
be published from time to time in the 
Federal Register, and inclusion on such 
a list would probably be a death sentence 
for any organization or movement he 
decided to proscribe. That would be a 
grant of political power such as has never 
in American history been vested in any 
Government official. 

I am unwilling, furthermore, to as
sume -~hat any Government employee 
who might be considered "sympatheti
cally associated" with any organization 
or movement condemned by the Attor
ney General is, therefore, ipso facto, dis
loyal to the United States. 

This whole standard for judging the 
loyalty of Federal employees would place 
America in the same column with those 
totalitarian states we condemn so vig
orously for interfering with free speech 
or free political association. If this bill 
should be enacted, I am afraid it would be 
pretty useless for the State Department's 
Voice of America to try to persuade Eu
ropeans of the blessings of democracy 
and political freedom in. the United 
States. 

Well, aside from this question of stand
ards, what proof is required under this 
bill that an employee is guilty as charged? 
Mighty little, Mr. Speaker; perhaps none. 
A single loyalty review board is estab
'lished by this bill. It would receive re
ports on all present or prospective Fed
eral employees from the FBI, the House 
Committee on Un-American Activities, 
schools and colleges attended by the em
ployee, and other sources, and it would 
decide whether or not the employee was 
to be charged with disloyalty. If he were 
so charged, he would get what the bill 
describes as a factual statement of the 
cha-rges against him. Then he would 
have to prove that J:}.e was not guilty. 
And he would have to do that without 
seeing the evidence, or even knowing 
what it consisted of, without confront
ing the witnesses against him, or even 
knowing who they were. And if he could 
not prove his innocence to the satisfac
tion of this same board which brought 
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the charges, he would be found guilty 
and fired, without any further recourse. 
That is the procedure, Mr. Speaker, and 
it reverses every American principle of 
justice. 

The accused is not confronted with the 
evidence against him. The accused is 
considered guilty unless he can prove 
himself innocent-since the hearing is 
before the same board which brought the 
charge. The board is, itself, prosecutor, 
judge, and jury. Under this bill, the 
employee may be discharged for acts 
which were in no sense proscribed by any 
law or governmental regulation at ~he 
time they were committed. And, finally , 
no record oJ the findings or. proceedings 
of the review board need be made, so 
that any possible appeal for review by 
the courts would be virtually useless. 

This is not American justice, Mr. 
Speaker; this sounds to me strangely like 
the so-called justice as administered in 
Nazi Germany before the war. 

It seems to me, Mr. Speaker, .that the 
Congress was very concerned last year 
about making administrative procedures 
conform to the fundamental concepts of 
due process and the rules of evidence. 
We passed a law to assure that adminis
trative proceedings in the executive 
branch of the Government would con
form to American traditions of judicial 
procedure. I think we would be terribly 
wrong to throw that out the window by 
passage of this bill, for certainly the pro
cedures required in this bill are at com
plete variance with those set forth in 
the 1946 act. 

I should like to warn the sponsors of 
this bill, who obviously want to see a 
large-scale witch hunt in the Federal 
service--and who hope, I believe, that 
they will gain some political advantage 
from it-that it is a dangerous thing to 
fool around with the other fellow's basic 
liberties. You are liable to wake up one 
morning and find your action has boom .. 
eranged and that what you have done is 
reduced liberty for yourself. 
HAL C. WOODWARD AGAINST THOMAS J. 

. O'BRIEN 

The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following communication; which was 
read and referred to the Committee on 
House Administration: 

JULY 11, 1947. 
The honorable the SPEAKER, 

House of Representatives. 
SIR: The motion to dismiss of the contestee 

in the contested election case of Harold c. 
Woodward against Thomas J. O 'Brien for a 
seat in the House of Representatives from the' 
Sixth Congressional District of the State 
of Illinois, filed in this office July 9, 1947, is 
transmitted herewith for reference to the 
appropriate committee. 

Yours respectfully, 
JOHN ANDREWS, 

Clerk of the House of Representatives. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab
scence was granted as follows: 

To Mr. ScHWABE of Missouri <at there
quest of Mr . .ScHWABE of Oklahoma), for 
Friday, July 11, 1947, on account of offi
cial business, conducting committee hear
ing of Committee on Education and La
bor in New York. 

To Mr. KEE <at the request of Mr. KIR
WAN), for 5 days, on account of death 
1n family. 

To Mr. JUDD, for 1 day, on account of 
illness. 

To Mr. BENNETT of Michigan <at the re
quest of Mr. ARENDS), indefinitely, on ac
count of illness. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. McDONOUGH ask~d and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
in the Appendix of the REcORD. 

The SPEAKER. Under previous order 
of the House, the gentleman from Mas
sachusetts [Mr. PHILBIN] is recognized 
for 10 minutes. 

PENDING VETERANS' LEGISLATION 

Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, the Vet
erans' Committee of the House, under the 
leadership of the very able and humane 
gentlelady from Massachusetts, has re
ported several bills affecting veterans. 
and I understand these measures are now 
pending in the Rules Committee. All 
these bills are of great interest and 
would, if enacted, be of substantial bene
fit to various classes of veterans. For the 
most part they seek to perfect existing 
law by broadening eligibility of amputees 
for automobiles, by increasing the mini
mum allowances payable for rehabilita
tion in service-connected cases, by pro
viding for most desirable increases in 
subsistence allowances under the GI bill 
of rights and by extending the presump
tion of service connection, heretofore ap
plied to tuberculosis, mental and nervous 
diseases, and some other maladies, to 
chronic and tropical diseases. 

I am very much interested in these 
measures, because I believe they are nec
essary to close certain gaps that have ap
peared in the over-all rehabilitation pro
gram. It is hardly necessary to argue 
for these measures, because they are self
explanatory and are required to eradi
cate the shortcomings and limitations of 
existing legislation. 

It is a matter of knowledge tc all Mem
bers of the House that prices and living 
costs have increased substantially in re
cent months, and there is little e\-idence 
that this trend will shortly abate. This 
fact amply justifies increases in subsist
ence allowances for Government train
ees, and it is appropriate not only that 
these increases should be provided for in 
service-connected cases but in all other 
cases where former members of the 
armed forces are pursuing training and 
education to fit themselves for leadership 
in busine:::s, craft, economic, and profes
sional fields. 

I am happy to state that my colleague 
the gentlelady from Massachusetts, with 
admirable devotion to the cause of the 
veteran, and her able committee, have 
labored with untiring energy and zeal to 
bring these measures to the floor. She 
has taken a special interest in the 
wounded and incapacitated, and espe
cially the amputees, who should be, I 
submit, a very first charge upon our con
sideration and generosity. Many of these 
boys have been grievously wounded, 
maimed, and disfigured as a result of 
their valiant war service for us and for 
democracy. Their condition and plight 
deserves our utmost and constant atten
tion. We must never forget them or 
overlook their needs. Congress has de-

layed to some extent in furnishing them 
with automobiles to provide for their 
comfort and w.ell-being, out of which our 
amputees have derived much pieasure 
and happiness, and I believe that we 
should extend the coverage of this legis
lation to include still other classes of our 
maimed and wounded. The cost of these 
measures is trivial compared to the sacri
fice of these boys. At a time when we 
l:J.a ve been pouring and lavishing billions 
upon peoples in foreign lands, we should 
have, I think, some concern for providing 
for those who sacrificed so much in our 
behalf during the war, and who are now 
seeking the chance to get proper care, 
treatment, and the opportunity to live 
the balance of their lives in relative se
curity and comfort. As to some, there is 
little more they can derive from life. 
Let us answer their plea. 

The case for extending the presump
tive clauses to chronic and tropical dis
eases is, to my mind, unanswerable. 
Every Member of this House has knowl
edge of some constituents who were 
wholly well and physically sound before 
entering the service but who as a result 
of service now suffer from some disease 
indigenous to malarial-infested swamps 
or fever-ridden jungles of the Tropics, or 
some other chronic disease traceable to 
war service. This Congress has author
ized billions of dollars for the general 
purposes of the Government and for for
eign relief. Some speak of the need for 
economy and I agree with their premise 
in general. We are desirous of econo
mizing, of balancing the budget, reducing 
the debt, and putting our financial affairs 
in order. But in the name of justice 
and decency and gratitude for selfless 
sacrifice, let us not try to economize at 
the expense of those who were disabled, 
wounded, and maimed physically and 
mentally in the last great war. Let us 
move now before adjournment promptly 
to take up and pass all the principal 
measures which have been reported from 
the committee of the distinguished gen
tlelady from Massachusetts. Not only 
will those concerned be appreciative of 
this action on our part but the whole 
country, always eager to serve our veter~ 
ans and discharge in part our great debt 
to them, will approve and applaud our 
favorable action on this legislation in be
half of our beloved veterans. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

Mr. LECOMPTE, from the Committee 
on House Administration, reported that 
that committee had examined and 
found truly enrolled a bill of the House 
of the following title, which was there
upon signed by the Speaker: 

H. R. 3647. An act to extend certain pow
ers of the President under title III of the 
Second War Powers Act and the Export Con
trol Act, and for other purposes. 

The SPEAKER announced his signa
ture to an enrolled bill of the Senate of 
the following title: 

S. 564. An act to vovide for the perform
ance of the duties of the office of President 
in case of removal, resignation, death, or in
ability both of the President and Vice Pres
ident. 
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BILLS PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT 

Mr. LECOMPTE, from the Committee 
on House Administration, reported that 
that committee did on this day present 
to the 'Pres_ident, for his approval, bills 
of the House of the following titles: 

H. R. 1585. An act for the relief of Adolph 
Pfannenstieh],; 

H. R. 1658. An act for the relief of Norman 
Thoreson and Thoreson Bros., a partnership; 

H. R. 1954. An act for the relief of Robert 
Hinton; and 

H. R. 1956. An act for the relief of Hugh 
C. Gilliam. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; according
ly (at 6 o'clock and 12 minutes p. m.), 
under its previous order, the House ad
journed until Monday, July 14, 194,7, at 
12 o'clock noon. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker's table and referred as follows: 

914. A letter from the Secretary of War, 
transmitting a draft of a proposed bill to 
establish eligibility for burial in national 
cemeteries, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Public Lands. 

915. A letter from the Secretary of War, 
tqnsmitting a draft of a proposed b111 to 
authoriZe the President of the United States 
of America to direct the United States Mari
time Commission to charter certain vessels 
to persons not citizens of the United States, 
and for other purposes; to the· Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

916. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting drafts of 
proposed provisions pertaining to existing 
appropriations of the United States ~aritlme 
Commission (H. Doc. No. 394); to the Com
mittee on Appropriations and ordered to be 
printed. 

917. J\ communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting a de
ficiency estimate of appropriation for the 
fiscal year 1944 in the 'amount of $730,000 
for the Navy Department and the Naval 
Establishment (H. Doc. No. 395); to the Com
mittee on Appropriations and . ordered to be 
printed. 

918. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting a supple
mental estimate of appropriation in the 
amount of $2,350 for the legislative branch, 
House of Representatives (H. Doc. No. 396); 
to the Committee on Appropriations and 
ordered to be printed. 

919. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting a supple-. 
mental estimate of appropriation for the 
fiscal year 1948 In the amount of $861,000 
for the Department of Agriculture (H. Doc. 
No. 397); to the Committee on Appropria
tions and ordered to be printed. 

920. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting a de
ficiency estimate of appropriation for the 
fiscal year 1947 in the amount of $23,000,000 
for the Navy Department and the Naval Es
tablishment (H. Doc. No. 398); to the Com
mittee on Appropriations and ordered to be 
printed. 

921. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting a revised 
estimate of the administrative expenses for 
the Reconstruction Finance Corporation and 
its subsidiaries for the fiscal year 1948, in
volving a decrease of $10,917,300, in the form 
of amendments to the buctget for said fiscal 

year (H. Doc. No. 399); to the Committee 
on Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 

922. A letter from the Administrator, Na
tional Housing Agency, transmitting a draft 
of a proposed bill for the relief of John E. 
Peterson; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

923. A letter from the Acting Administra
tor, Federal Security Agency, transmitting a 
draft of a proposed bill to amend the Social 
Security Act in connection with the pay
ment of postage for unemployment-compen~ 
sation mail and payments to the States which 
have submitted plans under title I, IV, V, or 
X of such act, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

924. A letter from the Clerk of the House 
of Representatives, transmitting motion to 
dismiss of the contestee in the contested 
election case of Harold C. Woodward against 
Thomas J. O'Brien for a seat in the House 
of Representatives from the Sixth Congres
sional District of the State of Illinois (H. Doc. 
No. 400); to the Committee on House Admin
istration and ordered to be printed. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC 
BILLS ANn RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of ru1e XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. LECOMPTE: Committee on House Ad
ministration. Senate Joint Resolution 129. 
Joint resolution to provide for the appro
priate commemoration of the one hundred 
and fiftieth anniversary of the establis~ent 
of the seat of the Federal Government in the 
District of Columbia; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 874). 

Mr. LECOMPTE: Committee on House Ad
ministration. House Resolution 281. Reso
lution providing additional compensation for 
certain employees of the House of Repre
sentatives; without amendment (Rept. No. 
875). 

Mr. LECOMPTE: Committee on House Ad
ministration. House Resolution 282. Reso
lution authorizing the payment of 6 months' 
salary and funeral expenses in the case of 
William M. Day, late an employee of the 
House; without amendment (Rept. No. 876). 

Mr. LECOMPTE: Committee on House Ad
ministration. House Resolution 283. Reso
lution authorizing the Clerk of the House of 
Bepresentatives to approve payment of gra
tuities during the recess of Congress; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 877). 

Mr. HOPE: Committee on Agriculture. 
S. 512. An act to extend provisions of the 
Bankhead-Janes Farm Tenant Act and the 
Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment 
Act to the Virgin Islands; without amend
ment (Rept. No. 878). Referred to the Com
mittee of the Whole House on the State of 
t1te Union. 

Mr. HAND: Committee on Merchant Ma
rine and Fisheries. H. R. 3619. A bill re
lating to the sale of the Mission Point Light
house Reservation, Grand Traverse County, 
Mich.; with an amendment (Rept. No. 879). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. WELCH: Committee on Public Lands. 
H. R. 2873. A bill to amend certain provi
sions of the Reclamation Project Act of 1939; 
with amendments (Rept. No. 880). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union. 

Mr. WELCH: Committee on Public Lands. 
H. R. 3371. A bill to transfer jurisdiction 
of certain lands comprising a portion of 
Acadia National Park, Maine, from the De
partment of the Interior to . the Department 
of the Navy, and for other purposes; with
out amendment (Rept. No. 881) . Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union. 

Mr. WELCH: Committee on Public Lands. 
H. R. 2793. A bill authorizing an appropria
tion for the construction, extension, and im
provement of a State tuberculosis sanato
rium at Galen, Mont., to provide facilities 
for the treatment of tuberculous Indians in 
Montana; with amendments (Rept. No. 882). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. HINSHAW: Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce submits a report on 
aids to air navigation and landing; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 885). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. MICHENER: Committee on the Ju
diciary. House Resolution 254. Resolution 
directing the Secretary of State to transmit 
forthwith to the Committee on the Judiciary 
certain documents, records, and memoranda 
relating to one Serge Rubinstein; without 
amendment (Rept. 886). Referred to the 
House Calendar. 

Mr. MICHENER: Committee on the Judici
ary. House Resolution 255. Resolution di
recting the Attorney General to transmit 
forthwith to the Committee on the Judiciary 
certain documents, records, and memoranda 
relating to one Serge Rubinstein; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 887). Referred to the 
House Calendar. 

Mr. CORBETT: Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service. H. R. 4127. A bill to 
amend the Civil Service Retirement Act of 
May 29, 1930, as amended; without amend
ment (Rept. No. 888). Referred to the Com
mittee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union. 

Mr. FULTON: Committee on Foreign Af
fairs. House Joint Resolution 233. Joint 
resolution authorizing the President to ap
prove the trusteeship agreement for the Ter
ritory of the Pacific Islands; without amend
ment (Rept. No. 889). Referred to the Com
mittee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union. 

Mr. WELCH~ Committee on Public Lands. 
H. R. 4079. A bill to amend the Taylor Graz
ing Act of June 28, 1934 (48 Stat. 1269), as 
amended June 26, 1936 (49 Stat. 1976): 
without amendment (Rept. No. 890). Re
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union. 
· Mr. BEALL: Committee on the District of 

Columbia. S. 924. An act to credit active 
service in the military or naval forces of the 
United States in determining eligibility for 

.and the amount of benefits from the police-
men and firemen's relief fund, District of 
Columbia; without amendment (Rept. No. 
892). Referred to ·the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. O'HARA: Committee on the District 
of Colum'Qia. S. 1462. An act to authorize 
the official reporters of the municipal court 
for the District of Columbia to collect fees 
for transcriptS, and for other purposes; with
out amendment (Rept. No. 894). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union. 

Mr. B~ALL ~ Committee on the District of 
Columbia. H. R. 2471. A bill to provide for 
periodical reimbursement of the general fund 
of the District of Columbia for certain ex
penditures made for the compensation, uni
forms, equipment, and other expenses of the 
United States Park Police force; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 895). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on th~ 
State of the Union. 

Mr. O'HARA: Committee on the District 
of Co)umbia. H. R. 2984. A bill to amend 
the act of June 1, 1910, so as to regulate the 
installation of radio or television transmit
ting antennae, masts, or other structures in 
the District of Columbia; with amendments 
(Rept. No. 896). Referred to the Commit
tee of the Whole House on the State of the 
:Union. 
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Mr. O'HARA: Committee on the District 

of Columbia. H . R. 3045. A bill to place 
the Office of Recorder of Deeds of the Dis
trict of Columbia under the jurisdiction, 
supervision, and control of the Commission
ers of the District of Columbia, and for oth er 
purposes; with amendments (Rept. No. 897). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr . O 'HARA: C<:>mmitt ee on t he District 
of Columbia. H. R. 3852. · A bill to amend 
the act entitled "An act for the retirement 
of public school teachers in the District of 
Columbia," approved August 7, 1946; with
out amendment (Rept. No. 898). Referred 
to the Coml:Wt tee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. · · 

Mr. MILLER of· Nebraska: Committee on 
the District of Columbia. H. R . 3873. A 
bili to redefine the powers and duties of the 
Board of Public Welfare of the District of 
Columbia, to establish a Department· of Pub
lic Welfare, and for other purposes; with 
amendments (Rept. No. 899). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. BEALL: Committee on the District of 
Columbia. H. R. 3978. A bill to provide 
for the temporary advancement in rank and 
increase in salary of lieutenants in the Met
ropolitan Police force of the District of Co
lumbia serving as supervisors of certain 
squads; without amendment (Rept. No. 900). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. DIRKSEN: Committee on the District 
of Columbia. H. R. 3998. A bill to provide 
for regulation of certain insurance rates in 
the District of Columbia, and for other pur
poses; without amendment (Rept. No. 901). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr . FELLOWS: Committee on the Judi
ciary. H . R. 1215. A bill for the relief of 
K azue Oda T akahashi; with an amendment 
(Rept. No. 883). Referred to the Commit
tee of the Whole House. 

Mr. FELLOWS: Committee on the Judi
ciary. H. R. 3088. A bill for the relief. of 
William Dudley Ward-Smith; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 884) . Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole Hou se. 

Mr . O'HARA: Committ ee on the Distril::t 
of Columbia. S. 1402. An act to authorize 
the parishes and congregations of the Prot 
estant Episcopal Church in the District of 
Columbia to establish bylaws governing the 
elect ion of their vest rymen; without amend
ment (Rept. No. 893). Referred to the Com
mittee of the Whole House. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, pH.blic 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BRADLEY: 
H. R. 4155. A bill to declare certain rights 

of citizens of the United States, and for the 
petter assurance of the protection of such 
citizens and other persons within the several 
Stat es from mob violence and lynching, and 
tor other purposes; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. CELLER: 
H. R. 4156. A bill to provide citizenship for 

persons with maritime wartime service, and 
tor other purposes; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. ENGLE of California: 
H. R. 4157. A bill to authorize the American 

River Basin development, California, for ir
rigation and reclamation and other purposes; 
to the Committee on Public Lands. 

By Mr. KEFAUVER: 
H. R. ~158. A bill to amend the Reconstruc

tion Finance Corporation Act, as amended; 
to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. LECOMPTE: 
H. R . 4159. A b ill to provide for equitable 

adjustment of t he insurance status of certain 
members of the armed forces; . to the Com
mittee on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mi-. PHILLIPS of Tennessee: 
H . R. 4160. A bill to amend the National 

Service L~fe Insurance Act of 1940, as 
amended; to the Committee on Veterans' 
Affairs. 

By Mr. PRICE of Florida: 
H. R. 4161. A bill to provide that transfers 

of obsolete and condemned vessels by the 
Secretary of the Navy shall become effective 
30 days after having ' been reported to the 
Congress if not diapproved by the Congress 
within such 30-day period; to the Commit
tee on Armed Services. 

By Mrs. ROGERS of Massachuset.ts: 
H . R 4162. A bill to provide military status 

for women who served overseas with the Army 
of the United States during World War I; to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. WEICHEL: 
H . R. 4H53. A bill to authorize medical and 

hospital service for those employed in the 
maritime service, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

H . R. 4164. A bill to authorize a preliminary 
examination, study, and survey of the area in 
the vicinity of Bellevue, Ohio, and surround
ing area; to the Committee on Public Works. 

By Mr. HOWELL: 
H. R. 4165. A bill to amend the Federal Air

port Act; to the .Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. LEMKE: 
H . R. 4166. A bill providing for Congress to 

coin and issue money and regulate the value 
thereof by establishing the Bank of the 
United States, owned, operated, a·nd con
trolled by the Government of the Unit ed 
States; setting forth the scope and manner 
of the bank's operations; creating a Board of 
Control and defining the powers and duties 
of the Board and other persons charged with 
the b ank's m anagement; and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

By Mr. D'EWART: 
H. R. 4167. A bill to authorize the State ·of 

Montana to lease her Stat e lands for the pro
duction of oil, gas, and other h ydrocarbonS' 
for such terms of years and on such condi
tions as may be from time to time provided 
by the Legislative Assembly of the State of 
Montana ; to the Committee on Public Lands. 

By Mr. JONKMAN: 
H . It. 4168. A bill to provide for the rein

corporation of the Inst itute of Inter-Amer
ican Affairs, and for other purposes; to the 
Commit tee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. NORR~LL: 
H. R. 4169. A bill to amend section 401 of 

the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938, so as to 
permit the granting of authority for tempo
r ary emergency service of air carriers; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce. 

By Mr. PETERSON: 
H. R. 417Q. A bill to provide for payment 

to tlie widows or next of kin of persons en
titled to annuities for work on the Panama 
Canal such sums as wer~ due but not paid 
at the death of such annuitants; to the Com
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. YOUNGBLOOD: 
H. R. 4171. A bill providing for the preser

vation of Fort Wayne Military Reservation, 

Detroit, Mich., for park use; tct the Commit
tee on Arm ed Services._ 

By Mr. LANE: 
H. R. 4172. A bill gra1;1ting the consent and 

approval of Congress to an interstate com
pact relating to control and reduotion of 

_pollution in the waters of the New England 
States; to the Committee on Public Works. 

By Mr. BAKEWELL: 
H. R. 4173. A bill to amend section 3403 of 

title 26 of United States Code; to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BOGGS of Louisiana: 
H. R. 4174. A bill to authorize payment of 

pensions to certain World War I veterans for 
partial disabilities not the result of service; 
to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. SOMERS: 
H. J. Res. 237 . Joint resolution relating to 

Palestine; to 'the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

By Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts: 
H. Res. 284. Resolution providing for the 

consideration of H . R. 3889; to the Committee 
on Rules. 

By Mr. BUOK: 
H. Res. 285. Resolution creating a select 

committee to conduct an investigation and 
study of matters pertaining to entry into the 
United States of one Serge Rubinstein, his 
subsequent activities, etc.; to the Committee 
on Rules. 

H. Res. 286. Resolution providing for the 
expenses of the investigation and study au
thorized by House Resolution 285; to the 
Committee .on House Administration. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as. follows: 

By Mr. ALLEN of California: 
H. R. 4175. A bill for the relief of Sprague 

B. Wyman; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. · 

By Mr. BAKEWELL: 
H. R. 4176. A bill for the relief of W. T. 

Evans; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. HOWELL: 

H. R. 4177. A bill for the relief of William 
L. Cunliffe; to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

By Mr. KENNEDY: 
H. R. 4178. A bill for the relief of Josephine 

Lisitano; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. KIRWAN: 

H. R. 4179. A bill for the relief of Paul E. 
Rocke; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. McMAHON (by request): 
H. R. 4180. A bill for the relief of Rolph J. 

Lackner; .to the Committee on Armed Serv
ices. 

By Mr. PATTERSON : 
H. R. 4181. A bill to provide for the admis

sion to citizenship of George Haniotis; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SIKES: 
H. R. 4182. A bill to authorize and direct 

the Secretary of the Interior to sell to Albert 
M. Lewis, Jr., certain land in the State of 
Florida; to the Committee on Public Lands. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, 
740. Mr. CASE of South Dakota presented · 

a petition of Edward Huether, president, 
Cane Creek Cooperative Grazing District, 
Conata, S. Dak., and 12 other signers, express
ing themselves as being opposed to consider
ation and enactment of H. R. 1692, which 
proposes to grant the Secretary of Agricul
ture authorization to dispose of. submarginal 
lands acquired under the Bankhead-Janes 
Farm Tenant Act, based on appraisals of rea
sonable normal value, which was referred to 
the Committee on Agriculture. 
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